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As was to be expected, the British upon the opening of hos-
tilities sent vessels to blockade American ports. Since it was im-
possible to trade safely with any nation so long as English vessels
were lurking outside the harbors, some of the people decided the
only thing to do was to trade with the British. It became apparent
that this trade which was supplying the British forces in this
hemisphere was being enjoyed primarily by the New England States
which were hostile to the war; other ports, such as Baltimore and
Philadelphia, were subjected to such a rigorous blockade that any
trade was impossible.

The situation led to the introduction of a bill to lay an embargo
upon all commerce. The bill passed both Houses after some debate
and was signed by Madison, December 17, 1813. A similar bill had
been introduced in the House during the preceding session, but had
failed of passage in the Senate. A discussion of the earlier bill and
of the bill which became law during the second session will be
found in the Annals, Thirteenth Congress, First and Second Sessions,
1813-14.

This was the last of the embargo acts. Probably had the bill not
been enacted when it was, there would have been no embargo laid.
Since the act in no way inflicted a hardship upon Britain so far
as her commerce was concerned and since it met with almost im-
mediate demands for repeal by our citizens, the act was short-lived,
being repealed in April of the following year. Then, too, the news
of Napoleon'’s defeat reached the United States about 3 weeks fol-
lowing the passage of the act; this news simply meant that all of
Europe was open to Britain’s commerce and the act would be of
little benefit to us while at the time bolstering the British blockade
of our ports.

The history of the various embargo acts is very complex if one is
to consider the conditions which promoted their adoption and repeal.
Probably as good a picture of the period as any is contained in the
work by McMaster entitled “History of the People of the United
States.” While the work consists of six volumes, volume 8 and
volume 4 are concerned with this period.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I also have had
prepared a little summary of the history of embargoes. I
ask unanimous consent that I may be permitted to insert it
in the REcorD at a later date.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is entirely satisfactory. Two his-
tories of embargoes will be better than one, of course.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am certain that that is true,
because I think mine will be more correct. [Laughter.]

Mr. McEKELLAR. The Librarian of the Senate is a very
accurate and painstaking gentleman. I have great confidence
in what he has furnished me, and if it is wrong, the fact can
be easily ascertained.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the re-
quest of the Senator from Missouri is granted.

RECESS

Mr. BARKELEY. I move that the Senate take a recess until
11 o’clock a. m. on Monday next. -

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 5 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Monday, October 23,
1939, at 11 o'clock a. m.

SENATE

MonDAY, OCTOBER 23, 1939
(Legislative day of Wednesday, October 4, 1939)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of the
recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Z€Barney T, Phillips, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Gracious Father, who art worthy of a love greater than we
can either give or understand, pour into our hearts such love
toward Thee that we may find in Thee, our refuge and our
strength, a very present help in time of trouble. Shed upon
our spirits the freshness of the dawn, touch our lips with
something of the prophet’s fiery splendor as we speak truth
with awed lips and feel a confidence of which we had not
dreamed. Teach us that it is not sufficient that we do brave
deeds and steel our hearts against corrupting fear, but do
Thou strengthen us to bear the burdens of the world and to
share alike the agonies and consolations that embitter and
allay the sorrows of this present hour; and though we be so
sorely tasked, yet do Thou keep our lives pure, free from all
dust and soil, and without the shadow of a stain. And as we
labor on through changing light from midday unto moon-
rise, may the meaning of the cross be ever clearer—God
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revealing Himself, not in splendor but in thorn-crowned pain,
for in all our afllictions He was and is aflicted. We ask it in
the Saviour’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calenddr day
Saturday, October 21, 1939, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. MINTON. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Adams Danaher Johnson, Colo. Reynolds
Andrews Davis King Russell
Austin Donahey La Follette Schwartz
Balley Downey Lee Schwellenbach
Bankhead Ellender Lucas Sheppard
Barbour Frazier Lundeen Shipstead
Barkley George MecCarran Slattery

Bilbo Gerry McKellar Smith

Borah Gibson McNary Stewart
Bridges Gillette Maloney Taft

Brown Green Mead Thomas, Okla.
Bulow Guffey Miller Thomas, Utah
Burke Gurney Minton Tobey

Byrd Hale Murray Townsend
Byrnes Harrison Neely . Tydings
Capper Hatch Norris Vandenberg
Caraway Hayden Nye Van Nuys
Chandler Herring O'Mahoney Wagner
Chavez Hill Overton Walsh

Clark, Idaho Holt Pepper White

Clark, Mo. Hughes Pittman Wiley
Connally Johnson, Calif, Radcliffe

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. BonE] and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]
are detained from the Senate because of illness.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHURsT] is absent because
of illness in his family.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMaTHERS], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr, Truman], and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. WHaEELER] are unavoidably detained.

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr, Lobce] is absent on official business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate letters from
the Archivist of the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, lists of papers and documents on the files of the
Departments of the Treasury and the Navy, and the W, P. A,,
which are not needed in the conduct of business and have no
permanent value or historical interest, and requesting action
looking to their disposition, which, with the accompanying
papers, were referred to a Joint Select Committee on the
Disposition of Papers in the Executive Departments.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. BargrLEY and Mr,
Gisson members of the committee on the part of the Senate.

PETITION

Mr. HOLT presented a resolution adopted by the Council
of the City of Wheeling, W. Va., favoring the preservation
of American neutrality, and protesting against repeal of the
embargo on the shipment of arms and munitions to belliger-
ent nations, which was ordered to lie on the table.

NEUTRALITY AND PEACE OF THE UNITED STATES—AMENDMENT

Mr., BROWN. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
that my substitute for the Pittman amendment to subsection
(F), on page 17, which is on the clerk’s desk, be printed, and
also printed in the Recorp at this place, for consideration at
the time the Pittman amendment is considered.

I should like to state very briefly that this amendment
relates to the prohibition which we feel interferes with the
normal trade on the Canadian and Mexican borders. The
amendment would permit American citizens who sell to citi-
zens on the Canadian side of the border, and on the Mexican
side of the border also, to retain title to their goods until
paid for.
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The purpose of subsection (¢) of section 2 of the measure,
which requires that all title in an American seller should be
divested before the goods cross the line, was to prevent any
possible involvement of this country in war on the theory
that those goods might be destroyed. Of course there is no
opportunity for anyone to destroy goods crossing the Cana-
dian border.

I may say that if this amendment is adopted, the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]
and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Burxel will be un-
necessary. It provides briefly that American citizens may
retain title or lien upon goods that are shipped across the
border. I have consulted with several Senators representing
border States before presenting this proposal.

There being no objection, the amendment was ordered to
lie on the table, to be printed, and to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. BrownN, in the
nature of a substitute, to the amendment intended to be proposed
by Mr. PrTTMAN, on page 18, beginning in line 1, of the commit-
tee amendment to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 3068) Neutrality

Act of 1939, viz:
In lieu of the language proposed to be inserted by Mr. PITTMAN,

insert the following:

“(1) To such transportation of any articles or materials other
than articles listed in a proclamation issued under the authority
of section 12 (i), or (2) to any other transportation on or over lands
bordering on the United States of any articles or materials other
than articles listed in a proclamation issued under the authority

of section 12 (1).”
ADDRESS BY SENATOR BORAH ON NEUTRALITY LEGISLATION

[Mr. La FoLLETTE asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the REcorp a radio address delivered by Senator Boranx
on October 22, 1939, on the subject of pending neutrality
legislation, which appears in the Appendix.]

JOINT RADIO DISCUSSION ON NEUTRALITY BY CERTAIN SENATORS

[Mr. BarxkLEY asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the Recorp a discussion before the American Forum of the
Air between Senator PeppEr and Senator McNary, and &
panel consisting of Senator Burke, Senator Frazier, Senator
Hort, and Senator Taomas of Utah, on the subject of neu-
trality, which appears in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY ARCHIBALD MACLEISH AT PITTSBURGH, PA.

[Mr. Toeey asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an address delivered by Archibald MacLeish,
Librarian of Congress, at Carnegie Institufe, Pittsburgh, Pa.,
October 19, 1939, on the subject of libraries in the contempo-
rary crisis, which appears in the Appendix.]

ARTICLE BY WILLIAM ALLEN WHITE ON OUR MIDDLE-CLASS
STATESMAN

[Mr. Brown asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcorp an article published in the New York Herald
Tribune Book Review of Sunday, October 22, 1939, entitled
“Our Middle-Class Statesman,” which appears in the Ap-
pendix.] 7

POLL ON NEUTRALITY EY WHEELING INTELLIGENCER

[Mr. Hort asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
REecorp a poll taken by the Wheeling Intelligencer on the
subject of neutrality, which appears in the Appendix.]

EDITORIAL BY PETER MOLYNEAUX ON NEUTRALITY

[Mr. ConnaLLy asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the Recorp an editorial by Peter Molyneaux on the sub-
jeet of neutrality, printed in the Texas Weekly of Saturday,
October 14, 1939, which appears in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY SENATOR LEE ON DRAFTING OF MONEY IN TIME OF WAR

[Mr. MinTon asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Appendix a radio address delivered by Senator LEE on
October 22, 1939, on the subject, Should the Government
Draft Money as Well as Men in Case of War? which appears
in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY SENATOR H’cumunmna AMERICAN FEDERATION OF
BEOR

[Mr. Downey asked and obtained leave to have printed in

the Recorp an address delivered by Senator McCARRAN on
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October 11, 1939, before the annual national convention of
the American Federation of Labor at Cincinnati, Ohio, which
appears in the Appendix.]

SIGNS OF PROSPERITY

Mr. WILEY obtained the floor.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wiscon-
sin yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr. McKEELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield
to me for a moment or two I should like to put into the
REecorp some evidences of returning good times. As we all
know, the Washington Star carries a financial page every
Sunday. While there are items on that page of yesterday's
Sunday Star under headlines such as “Scrap concerns face
profitless prosperity,” “Exchange volume sags further in
week,” and “Spiegel, Inc., reports drop in earnings,” those are
comparatively small items; yet in the headlines of that news-
paper, in column 1, I read “District of Columbia bank loans
and discounts show gains”; in columns 2 and 3, “Metropolitan
building reaches new peaks in 9 months despite September
lag”; in column 4, “Cleveland Cliffs net reaches $1,505,505 in
third quarter, profit contrasts with $329,820 recorded in 1938
months”; in column 5, at the top of the page, “Factories
work at top speed during week”; in column 6, “Furniture
sales up 18 percent from levels years ago”; column 7, “Large
rail orders spur equipment industry”; and, in column 10,
“Selected stocks rise fractions to $2 or more.”

Then, in other columns, “General Cigar Company,” “U. S.
Hoffman Machinery,” “Thompson Products,” “Wickwire-
Spencer,” “Alleghany Ludlum,” and “Bendix Aviation,” all
show an increase of business and earnings.

On the same page, the front page, I read the following
headlines:

Virginia Public Service securities authorized.

Lead shipments rise sharply in month.

Foreign purchases keep copper market busy.
Arlington leads upturn in State realty sales.

North American aviation profits up sharply.

In addition to that, on the first page of the Commercial
Appeal of Memphis of last Friday morning is an article, the
headlines of which read as follows:

“Golden days" return as business upswing finds sellers short. Pro=-
duction is below demand for the first time since the twentles. Mem-=-
phians are pleased. Merchants in all lines say trade is on upgrade.
Hard to get deliveries.

Mr, President, I ask, as a part of my remarks, that this
article be inserted in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none.

The article is as follows:

“GoLpEN DAvs” RETURN As BusiNess UpswiNe FINps SELLERS
“SHORT"—PRODUCTION Is BELOW DEMAND FOR THE FmsT TIME SINCE
THE TWENTIES—] NS ARE PLEASED—MERCHANTS IN ALL
LiNes Say TrapeE Is oN UpcrApE—HArDp To Grr DELIVERIES—IT'S
Nor “How MucH"” BUT “How LITTLE CAN You GET By oN,” MaN-
UFACTURERS INQUIRE—"BooM"” NoT CAUSED BY WAR

(By John Hutchison)

Memphis is experiencing a sellers’ market for the first time in a
long time.

Rgemember back in the early twenties when you had to order a
new car 3 months before it was delivered? Business has once more
begun a trend toward those golden days. Whether it will be sus-
tained, no one can say, but men in a variety of businesses ranging
Ibrom walking plows to dlamonds agreed yesterday that business is

etter.
SELLERS CAUGHT SHORT

A sellers’ market is one in which the seller has the upper hand—
in which the buyers, including jobbers, wholesalers, and retailers,
have difficulty in getting as much of a product as they want or as
soon as they want it.

“We have had considerable trouble in getting delivery in cottons,
clothing, and shoes,"” a wholesale dry-goods executive said. “Man-
ufacturers weren't making surplus stocks, and when the business
upturn came, they were caught short. Some plants supplying us
are working 24-hour shifts. Our customers were somewhat excited
early in September, but they are buying more conservatively now.”

A Memphis cosmetics-producing firm is working overtime in the
shipping department to supply a business that has been gaining
steadily for months,
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DELIVERIES DIFFICULT

A dealer in farm machinery and tractors said he could not supply
deliveries in desired quantities because production is behind de-
mand.

A wholesale hardware executive called attention to heavy future
orders, and to difficulty in getting delivery by the manufacturer
on building materials, certain tools, and steels. Some producers of
hardware will take orders for no delivery before December 15, while
the jobbers want delivery earlier to protect themselves from antici=
pated shortages.

Lumber sales are up 100 percent better than they were under
normal production. Production itself is short, since hardwood deal-
ers were caught with short stocks. Buyers are clamoring for hard-
wood. Hikes in pay and cut in hours under the wage-hour law,
which particularly affects the lumber industry, will send lumber
prices higher soon.

NOT A WAR BOOM

“The public is in an optimistic frame of mind,” said a Jewelry
man yesterday. “They are more inclined to spend. If we demanded
immediate shipment on large consignments of some slzes of dia-
'L‘;mc:lldfé or on SBwiss watches, we would be told that delivery would

elay i

To a man, the executives interviewed denied that the upturn is
dependent entirely on the European war. Business was accelerating
before the war broke out, and would be showing some improvement
if there were no war, they said, although they credited the conflict
with spurring sales a great deal.

Meanwhile Memphis is experlencing, one official said, an atmos-
phere in which the manufacturer’'s response to an order is not
“How many can you take?" but “How few can you get along with?”

Mr. McKELLAR. One other article which I desire to in-
sert in the Recorp is from the Washington Post of Octo-
ber 23. It is headed, “Best October business in 10 years, Bab-
son says.”

I ask also that that article be printed in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there objection? The Chair
hears none.

The article is as follows:

[From the Washington Post of October 23, 1939]

Best OcroBer Business 1N 10 YEars, BaesoN Savs—PRESENT STATUS
Is 22 PercENT ABOVE LAsT OCTOBER AND ONLY 2 PERCENT BELOW
Peax REACHED 1N 1937

(By Roger W. Babson)

Baeson Parx, Mass., October 22 —Business this month is the
best for any October in 10 years. The United States has experi-
enced one of the most sensational boomlets in its history in the
last 2 months. Figures gathered from all over the country, which
I found on my desk on my return from the Far East, tell a
spectacular story. Business is now 22 percent above a year ago
and within 2 percent of the 1937 peak:

I can hardly believe that business has soared so rapidly. Yet,
the figures which I have at hand do not lie. They show that
textile mills, automobile factories, machine tool shops, steel mills,
railroads, power plants, lumber camps, and shipyards are bristling
with activity. When I sailed out of the Golden Gate on August 25
the temperature of business was 97 percent, according to my
Babsonchart. Today it is 112 percent, compared with the 1937
high of 114 percent and the 1929 all-time peak of 122 percent.

FREIGHT GAINS SPECTACULAR

Here are the facts concerning the Nation’s leading industries:

(1) Textiles: Cotton mills have boosted schedules 15 percent in
the past 8 weeks. Woolen factories are operating day and night.
The rayon industry has shot ahead. The textile industry as a
whole, while not the most active of the Nation's monster busi-
nesses, is flirting with its 1837 highs.

(2) Railroads: A spectacular increase has taken place in rail-
road trafic. Weekly freight car loadings have jumped to 835,000
from 680,000 in the Labor Day week. With the exception of 1 or 2
weeks in 1937, rallroad traffic is the highest since the lush days
of a decade ago. This tremendous increase in the transportation
of goods simply means that there has been a huge gain in the
amount of business being transacted.

(3) Automobiles: This is normally the season when automobile
assembly lines speed up, so the rise in weekly motor output from
12,000 cars before Labor Day to around 90,000 at present breaks
no records. New-car sales are reported to be exceptionally good
and motor makers are boosting their production schedules faster
. than is customary.

(4) Bullding: Latest figures on home building show a splendid
gain over the faltering figures of the late summer and a 30-percent
step-up over a year ago. Moreover, the building upswing has
injected new life into the lumber camps, where orders are running
far ahead of both the “cut” and shipments.

SHARPEST STEEL RISE IN HISTORY

(5) Steel: Activity in this industry is accurately measured by
the weekly rate of operations. The sharpest rise in steel opera-
tions in history has taken place since August. Starting at around
60 percent of capacity in the Labor Day week, they have sky-
rocketed to around 90 percent—an increase of 30 points in less
than 2 months. Reports indicate that thousands of workers have
returned to their jobs in the steel towns.
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(6) Coal: for 2 years the soft-coal industry has been “in the
dog house.” Ever since the 1937 boom backfired, the coal mines
have been limping along at about 60 percent of normal. Within
6 short weeks daily coal output has caromed up 25 percent. The
recent report stating that the first barge load of coal sent to
Europe in 12 years has just left the United States provides a clue
as to the war's effect on this industry.

(7) Mining: Copper sales in September were the highest on
record. Metal prices have been marked up 25 to 30 percent.
Operations at the copper, zinc, lead, iron, and other mines are
marching toward the 1937 levels. Meanwhile activity in the
petroleum industry as a whole is at an all-time high.

(8) Utilitles: The measure of activity in the electric industry
is the weekly power-consumption figure reported in the newspapers.
Readers who follow this total know that more electric power is be-
ing used today than at any time in the history of the country. In
almost every week since Labor Day consumption of electricity has
set a new all-time peak.

(9) Machine tools: The machinery and machine-tool industry
is small compared with such glants as bullding, railroads, and
steel. Nevertheless, it is a vital barometer of activity in the laby-
rinth of industries such as cutlery, business machines, aviation,
radio, hardware, railroad equipment, and the like. Hence, it is
very encouraging to learn that machine-tool orders in recent
weeks have smashed all previous records.

OPINION DIVIDED ON TREND

This is the most bullish report on American business that I
have been able to write for 2 years. There is no forecasting in
what I have said above, All statements are facts concerning
what has happened. Whether or not actlvity can continue at the
present pace is another question and one which is too difficult to
answer right now. Some observers believe that this boom was
touched off by the war and will fold up like an accordion if
hostilities are suddenly halted. Others insist that the tremendous
step-up in industrial activity was already under way this summer
and would have taken place, though less rapidly, war or no war.

I have not had time yet to study the situation and take any
position on this question. Perhaps the answer is a middle
ground—somewhere between the above two views, However, un-
less retallers boost their merchandising efforts and keep their
cash registers clanging, the industrial boom will peter out. In
order to maintain our current pace raw materials and goods which
have been purchased in anticipation of higher prices must move
along to the customer so that new orders can be placed with
manufacturers and raw-material suppliers. A few weeks should
tell the story.

Mr. McCKELLAR. I thank the Senator from Wisconsin very
much for yielding to me.

NEUTRALITY AND PEACE OF THE UNITED STATES

The Senate resumed the consideration of the joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 306), Neutrality Act of 1939.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President——

Mr. WILEY. I yield to the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. TOBEY. I offer an amendment to the pending joint
resolution which I ask to have lie on the table and to be
printed, and also printed in the ReEcorp. At the appropriate
time I shall move its adoption, and make some comments
thereon.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be printed
and lie on the table, and also, without objection, will be
printed in the RECORD.

Mr. Toeey’s amendment is as follows:

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. Toeey to the joint
resolution (H. J. Res. 306), Neutrality Act of 1830, viz:

At the end of the joint resolution add the following new section:

“Sec, 20. (a) It shall be unlawful for any foreign vessel at any
time to use the flag of the United States thereon, or to use any
distinctive signs or markings, in order to make it appear that such
vessel is an American vessel, regardless of whether such use is for
the purpose of escaping capture by an enemy vessel or for any other
purpose.

“{b) Any vessel which violates the provisions of this section
shall be forfeited to the United States, together with the equipment
and cargo of such vessel; and the master of any such vessel shall be
ﬂnti:_g not more than $20,000 or imprisoned not more than 2 years,
or th.

*“(e) The Secretary of State is hereby authorized and directed to
notify all foreign states of the provisions of this section.”

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I heard one Senator ask an-
other not long ago, “Do you think it would have been better
if the President had not convened the Congress in special
session to debate this issue?” The second Senator said
“Yes.” I asked, “Why?” The answer given was substantially
as follows: “You know why. Look at the mental state the
country is in. Lock at the contentions which are made by
the partisans in this debate. Each side claims that if it does
not succeed this country may get into war. Look at the
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letters as they come in, showing that many of the people do
not fully understand the issues which are involved. Millions
of them apparently think Congress is voting on war or peace.
Millions have had their blood pressure built up to almost a
bursting point under the impression that this is one of the
great momentous ocecasions in history. When the affair
is over, millions of people on the losing side will be of the
opinion that Congress has sold out America.” “Don’t you
think,” this Senator continued, “it would have been better
not to have had all these fireworks, all this blowing off of
steam, all this fear, agitation, and hysteria?”

He presented this argument with such force that I was
prone to answer in the affirmative, but I hesitated, and then
said “No.” When the debate is closed and the people settle
down to a contemplation of these “feverish weeks,” they will
realize, first, that there was no need for them to get unduly
agitated. Secondly, they will realize that many of them have
been victims of propaganda, misinformation, and illogical
thinking, Thirdly, they will be prepared if and when a real
occasion arises to think more clearly and act more rationally,
Fourth, they will realize that they have had an experience
similar to many of the experiences that some of the people
in Europe went through time and time again before they
finally surrendered their liberties to a ruling group.

I believe this experience will bring to the consciousness of
the people the realization that this Nation is made up of indi-
viduals, and as these individuals think and act so will the
Nation. Fifth, I believe also that out of this experience the
people will realize the need of unity. They will see that there
are forces which would split them asunder. They will realize
that by centering their thought and energy upon America and
America’s needs, and thinking less about other countries,
they will find here that which will bring about national unifi-
cation for the great purpose and object of peace.

The people are realizing more and more that this war in
Europe is not our war, and they are beginning to feel, in
spite of excited radio expounders, that no American war is
even remotely in sight.

Thus, I answered the question of the Senator.

Mr. President, during the course of this debate I have been
privileged to listen to many brilliant, analytical, and enlight-
ening discussions. They have directed public opinion along
healthy and constructive channels. There has been present
at times a spirit of wisdom and understanding. It must be
admitted, however, that during these feverish days of debate
our discussion has often strayed far from the immediate issue.
That straying might be condoned, Mr. President, if it accom-
plished some constructive purpose.

Unfortunately, that has not always been the case. In a
crucial time, such as this, when it is absolutely imperative
that America be kept calm—and I say that with a conviction
so deep that nothing can disturb it—here in Washington we
have been guilty of fanning the fires of old hatreds, stirring
the emotional embers of foreign quarrels that have been
smoldering for generations.

That is a serious indictment, but we have only to glance
through recent issues of the ConGrEssTONAL REcORD to see how
this august body has in several instances pawed through
the blackest chapters in history to drag the darkest pages into
a debate that should be an unemotional appraisal of what is
best for America, not what has been worst in any land. Yes;
we have here—here where mental balance is taken for
granted—even had aggressive warfare suggested as a part
for us to play.

Mr. President, I digress here, because there comes to me, not
from the page of my manuscript, a little example of Wis-
consin wisdom, homely but dynamic:

Baloney never made a statesman. It did make a Barnum.

Mr. President, I do not intend to take the time to discuss
at length the great racial contributions that have been made
by all races in the last few centuries of our long climb upward
from the rock bottoms of history’s fagot-lit caves. I take it
for granted that we are familiar with these contributions;
that in these chaotic days of tottering civilizations we read
and reread the story of man’s monumental achievements.
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In so doing we shall not lose hope in the sad realization that
man still clings to a war barbarism only a step removed from
the days when men “drank blood from the scraped skulls -of
their victims.”

Mr. President, we have at some points in this debate been
guilty of a similar orgy, even here on the Senate floor. We
have raked up the ashes of many a smoldering sacrificial
offering to war. From the muck of history we have infiltrated
old hatreds into the American consciousness.

RACIAL CONTRIBUTIONS

So, Mr. President, it is probably fitting that we should take
a moment to step out of the shambles of English, French, and
German hatreds and consider some of the great racial con-
tributions that transcend all hatreds—great achievements
that are deathless—great humanitarians who are immortal—
great paintings and great songs that know no race—great
books that are written in the language of all mankind.

In considering these contributions we may be able to dissi-
pate the red haze of history-inspired racial hatreds. When
we stop fighting for or against any country we can sanely
return to the issue which confronts this Senate. That issue
is not what is best for England, not what is best for France,
not what is best for Germany, but solely and only what is
best for America.

Now, let us return to the matter of hatreds, If there is no
hatred in the hearts of the American people, we will never get
into war. If we can outlaw hatred, we can forever outlaw any
American war except a war of defense. So let us pause very
briefly to consider the historie racial achievements which
should be recalled here just as faithfully as have been the
historic racial crimes.

It is vital that in our emotions we do not confuse a leader
with a people—do not confuse a mobilized nation with a
peacetime nation of great social contributions.

I do not wish to be thought unduly idealistic, but I honestly
believe that when we look beyond the external militarism
which today represents some of the great powers, we redis-
cover men who have made great universal contributions. I
honestly believe that when we think of these contributions
hatred becomes difficult. And when hatred becomes difficult
we have begun to till the emotional soil for something besides
wartime crosses. _

In the great deathless contributions to mankind there is an
abiding kinship which should make impossible any wartime
propaganda. Over the martial music of trumpets we can still
hear the music of a Polish Paderewski, a German Strauss, a
Finnish Sibelius, or a Norwegian Grieg,

‘While a perverted modern science works with poisonous
gases we can still recall the humanitarian contributions of a
Polish Mme. Curie, a German Wassermann, a French
Pasteur, an English Darwin, a Swedish Linnaeus, or a Danish
Niels Bohr.

While a knowledge of color is being turned to painting
camouflage on steel tanks, ships, and planes, we can still
recall a German Shongauer, a Spanish Velasquez, a Flemish
Rubens, a Dutch Rembrandt, an English Constable, a French
Delacroix, or an Italian Michelangelo.

While literature takes second place so that governments
may propagandize, we may still read a Polish Krasinski, a
German Goethe, a Russian Tolstoy, a French Voltaire, an
English Shakespeare, a Norwegian Bjornson, or a Danish
Anderson.

While new ideologies are being written daily, we can still
ponder over a German Fichte, an English Spencer, a French
Rousseau, or an Italian Aquinas.

While religious leaders all over the world stand in the
lengthening shadows of war ideologies, we can remember that
Sweden produced a Swedenborg, Holland an Erasmus, Spain
an Ignatius, Germany a Luther, Britain a Wesley, France a
Calvin, Switzerland a Farel, Italy a Pope Pius XI.

While we think of those things, let us remember that from
Poland came those heroes Count Pulaski and EKosciusko,
from France Lafayette, from Germany Carl Schurz, as well
as thousands of others from the various countries of Europe.
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Mr. President, there is an old couplet which applies:
Two men looked through prison bars,
One saw mud, the other the stars,

In all of us there is the clay man, and there is also the man
of God; and so, as nations are but the composite picture of
individuals, there is much of the clay and much of the spirit
in all nations.

In approaching the issue of this debate, if I am to think of
England, I am going to think of her as the mother of the
common law, the mother of parliaments; and if I am to visit
any of her shrines, it will not be her war memorials—it will be
Westminster Abbey and St. Pauls, and I will walk along the
Avon and into the church where lie the mortal remains of the
immortal Shakespeare, and think his thoughts. And if in
this debate I am to visit France, it will not be to stay long by
the tomb of Napoleon; rather I shall try to catch the spirit of
her writers, her philosophers, her great thinkers, and her
people. And if in this debate I am to visit Germany, it will
not be to dwell on her warriors, but on her thinkers and her
scientists. I shall travel the Rhine from Wiesbaden to Heid-
elberg, and I shall visit her great cathedrals, her beautiful
castles, and I shall mix with her common people.

Mr, President, so much has been said in our newspapers
about the Germans that I wish to say a word on that subject.
I know the German people. There are no finer people on
earth. I have grown up with them. I can, to a limited extent,
speak their language. I have read much of their great litera-
ture in the original., I know that from the standpoint of
Americanism our citizens of German descent are as loyal and
as true as any race that is in the melting pot of America. I
know, too, that probably 99 percent of the Americans of Ger-
man descent do not approve of Hitler or of the new paganism
in Germany. This, however, is not a factor in their unwaver-
ing determination to keep America out of this war—though
we can readily understand if they are sympathetic to some of
the national aims of the greater Germany. If this is a crime,
then, according to the Gallup poll, 83 percent of the rest of
the people are likewise guilty, because they have expressed
their sympathy toward the Allies.

Mr. President, the outstanding issue in this debate—the
repeal or failure to repeal the embargo—divides itself into
three parts: The legal question, the moral question, and the
economic question.

It will be noted that, in my opinion, the war question is
not in the debate., It has been dragged in.

It will be noted also that, in my opinion, the fact that
the present law favors Germany and its repeal would favor
the Allies is not among the issues of the debate.

I shall not burden the Senate today with a rehash of the
arguments on the legal question, nor shall I burden the
Senate with a restatement of the arguments on the moral
question, and I assure my colleagues that I shall not go into
a discussion of the economic question to any extent. These
matters have all been considered so fully and so often I feel
that it is my duty to refrain from further discussing them
except that I shall refer to one phase of the economic
question.

REFEAL OR FAILURE TO REFEAL _MGO NO STEP TO WAR

Mr. President, in view of the repeated assertion made so
often in the last few weeks that if we repeal the embargo it
may be a step to war, I wish briefly to analyze this assertion,
and I hope to prove that it is incorrect.

" Why, it may be asked, am I interested in proving the
“incorrectness of this assertion? I am interested because it
appears that the embargo is likely to be repealed. That is
what is said in the newspapers and that is what a poll of
the Senate shows. It is well, then, that the many millions
of our people who have been fed the questionable idea that
repeal means a step toward war be made to realize that this
is not correct.

I desire to again state my conviction that if the present
law is repealed, its repeal will not be a first step toward
war. Let us see on what premise that argument is based.
The claim is made, first, that if we repeal the embargo now,
and it must be remembered that the munitions sales will
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amount to only 13 percent of the total sales, it will mean
that credit will afterward be extended, then bonds will be
floated in this country. As a consequence America will have
a financial interest and then America will get into the war
as she did in the previous war in which we had a financial
interest. That is the argument, and let us get it straight:
If we repeal the embargo it will mean the extension of
credit, and that will mean the flotation of bonds, and as a
result America will have a financial interest, and then we
will get into the war, as we got into the previous war. The
trouble with that argument is that not one of the premises
can be established. Let us analyze this thought.

(a) If we sell munitions and implements of war, credit
will follow. Why do I say that is an incorrect contention?
Because, first, we will in the proposed measure build an
insulation by a cash clause, which we did not have in the
previous war. Secondly, when previously credit was ex-
tended, 87 percent of it was not used for the purchase of
munitions and implements of war, but for other materials
which were then, in accordance with law, scld for ecredit.
It will be remembered that not only England and France,
but Germany also floated bond issues here. Now we have
the Johnson Act, and if the pending measure is passed, we
shall have two legislative prohibitions which we did not
have previously against selling anything on credit—muni-
tions and implements of war, as well as other commodities
such as wheat, cotton, butter, and so forth. So it will be
seen that we have here an economic Maginot or Siegfried
line as a defense against becoming involved, which we did not
have in 1917,

(b) The argument is also fallacious for the reason that it
assumes that the credits and bonds got us into the previous
war. There is absolutely no procof to establish that con-
clusion. Von Bernstorfl, the German Ambassador, states
in his book that the immediate cause of the war was the
breach of the understanding with the United States, a
breach that loosed unrestricted submarine warfare, result-
ing in the destruction of the lives and property of our
citizens, contrary to international-law. Of course, the
other causes were 2%, years of extended warfare, which in-
cluded the rape of Belgium, the sinking of the Lusitania,
and an “emotional build-up” of our citizens.

To my mind the “emotional build-up” of our citizens was
the greatest cause of all. That is why we are called upon
here to think straight and act accordingly; to realize that
the people are listening; for what is said too often provides
a poor guide for their thinking and for their action.

If the suggested law goes into effect, it is highly improb-
able that there will be any destruction of American lives,
because there is the prohibition against Americans travel-
ing in the ships of the combatant nations, and the prohi-
bition against Americans traveling through the war zone,
and against American ships going into the war zone.

Then there is another comforting answer, and it is this:
The American people are peace-conscious as they never
were before. Why? Because most of them know first-hand
the cost of war, not only in blood and money, but in seared
hearts and minds and consciences. This is indicated by the
Gallup poll, which shows that a large percentage of the
American people are sympathetic toward the Allies. It
chows, further, however, that the percentage which would
involve this country in war, in spite of their sympathies, is
growing daily less and less. That is a good sign, a sign
indicating that the people are thinking and not being
stampeded.

We have demonstrated clearly that it was not the Ameri-
can financial interest that got the American people into the
last war, and we have demonstrated that if the pending
measure is passed, there will be provision made not only
restricting the sale of arms and ammunition on credit, but
also—and this is not included in the present law—requiring
the sale of everything else to be on a cash basis. So there
will not be any credit interest involved, and incidents in-
volving loss of life will be made highly improbable.

In view of the so-called war talk we hear, I desire to reiter-
ate what I have said many times. I know of no Senator who
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wants to get America involved in war. I know that labor
does not want war. Senators who listened to the speech
made yesterday by the commander of the American Legion
over the radio heard him state emphatically how they felt.
The veterans do not want war.

I know that big business does not want war. There may
be some blind businessmen, but big business knows that if
America gets into the war they will not have any big business
when it is over. I know that Congress and the President
do not want war. Why then is there so much discussion
about this matter? The answer must be that the exponents
on both sides of the embargo issue want the people to be-
lieve—and they have so argued to sustain their position—that
war might come if we do not follow the course they suggest.
I say to the Senate that, in my judgment, war will not come
as a result of either the repeal or the failure to repeal the
present act. I shall keep on saying that. Why? Because
one side must lose in this. debate. I do not then want that
side convinced that war is inevitable, and I do not want it to
keep on trying to convince the American people that war is
inevitable.

Let us puncture this war balloon right now.

Suppose we retain the embargo. It is claimed that it works
to the advantage of Germany. If that be true, she certainly
will not declare war if we retain it. On the other hand,
Great Britain and France are not going to declare war if we
retain it. They want the other 87 percent of our merchan-
dise, our wheat, our steel, our cotton, the stuff that makes
munitions. Suppose we retain the embargo. What will
happen? Nothing.

Suppose Congress repeals the embargo law. If that works
to the advantage of Great Britain and France as the mainte-
nance of it works to the advantage of Germany, she will not
declare war on us by reason of its withdrawal. Germany
may not like it but certainly she would rather endure it than
draw us into the conflict on the side of the Allies.

PEACE OR WAR FACTORS

There has been so much war talk that instead of dis-
cussing the arguments which have been advanced pro and
con, I should like to speak to the Senate for a few moments
on peace or war factors. Let us be reasonable. Let us sit
down in the quiet of our homes when the radio is turned
off and no “heat” is turned on, and think over the problem.
Let us be sensible, let us be reasonable, let us be calm,
deliberate, thoughtful. Let us think the problem through.
Let us for just a moment try to determine what the factors
are that will make for war or peace in America, and then
when we analyze those factors we may reach the conclusion
that neither repeal nor failure to repeal would be one step
or part of a step toward war.

Let us for just a moment or two try to determine what
the factors are that will make for war or peace in America.

First, Chancelor Hitler—and perhaps Stalin—and what he
does in the future.

Second, the American people and what they do in the
future.

Third, the political leadership of America and what it does
in the future.

I need not go into detail as to the first one of these
factors which will contribute toward war or peace for
America—“Chancelor Hitler and what he does in the fu-
ture.” It suffices to say that if he should violate the neutral-
ity of Belgium or Holland, should open up a gas war or an
acid war, or a germ war, it would have a tendency to make
a large percentage of our people see red. If Chancelor Hit-
ler should send agents to this country who would duplicate
what was done previous to our entry into the World War,
agents who would sabotage our property, that, too, would
have significant consequences. Whatever one may say about
Chancelor Hitler—I have not heard anyone here who holds
a brief for him—one must admit that he is a shrewd indi-
vidual, and he knows that in any war he would go down if he
had American resources, American troops, and American
ships against him. He will do everything to avoid a conflict
with America.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

711

I have come to the second factor which will contribute
toward peace or war for America. It is this: “The American
people and what they do in the future.” Therefore we ask
the question, What can the average American do to keep
the covenant of peace and to practice peacetime patriotism?
What we need now is peacetime patriotism, not any more
buncombe,

I answer that question as follows:

First. He can keep calm and not allow an emotional bias
to sway his judgment.

Second. He can keep in mind the fundamental truth that
we have nothing to gain and everyihing to lose by partici=
pating in another war. He must aid in balancing our econ-
omy, so it will be shock proof against excess wartime demand
and profits,

Wartime demand and profits! Iheard an impressive speech
over the radio last night by the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Nve]. Ihave heard him speak several times on the floor,
but I have never heard him nor have I heard any other Sen-
ator talk about reducing the wartime profits except on the
13 percent involved in munitions and implements of war.
Everyone knows that if the Allies do not get arms, ammuni-
tion, and implements of war the remaining 87 percent will
be increased to 100 percent; in other words, they will take
that much additional material to manufacture arms, ammu-
nition, and implements of war in Canada and in England.

Third. He can keep in mind that it is not our job to settle
European disputes—or meddle in Europe.

Fourth. He can refuse to accept any war propaganda from
any side, remembering that his obligation is to remain pro=
American,

Oh, how important that is! Senators may have heard
Goebbels’ talk from Germany last night. What was he
doing? He was doing what has been done so often in Amer-
ica, smearing the opposition. He took a crack at Churchill,
literally calling him names that could not be used over the
American radio. What was the purpose of that? It was to
take the attention of the German people off their domestic
problems. I remember what Lincoln said—and I have used
it many times effectively in lawsuits. Lincoln said that when
a man does not have a good case of his own he damns the
opposition, which is pretty good proof that he has a damned
poor case of his own. [Laughter.]

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President will the Senator yield?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Did the Senator listen to the radio address
of the Senafor from Idaho [Mr. Boraul last night?

Mr. WILEY. I am sorry I did not. I shall be very happy
to read the address of the Senator from Idaho.

Mr, President, I have said that the average American can
refuse to accept any wartime propaganda from any side. I
said “any side.” He should remember that his obligation is
to remain pro-American.

Fifth, and I now speak to the members of the Press Gal-
lery [who are not guilty of the offenses I shall citel. The
average American can express his mandate to newspaper
publishers, owners of radio stations, and motion-picture pro-
ducers all over America that America is not to be terrorized
by scare headlines which inflame American emotions; that
war-news presentations must be strictly factual and must be
torn from their bold-faced prominence and placed in a more
fitting obscurity.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScHEWELLENBACH in the
chair). Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Sen-
ator from Michigan?

Mr, WILEY. I yield.

Mr. BROWN. I think there is a very low form of profit-
eering and propaganda now going on in the country, which,
of course, is not designed to get us into war but which has
that tendency. I refer to the revival of motion pictures
which were based upon incidents which occurred during the
great World War. I am referring to such pictures as All
Quiet on the Western Front and What Price Glory, which I
believe it is proposed to revive, and the new picture Thun-
der Afloat. I do not think the motion-picture producers
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are doing it to encourage the war spirit. They are doing it
for profit; but it has the effect of encouraging the war spirit.
Along the line of the Senator’s remarks, I wish to express
my condemnation of this practice by certain sections ot the
motion-picture industry engaged in this type of profiteering
‘at the present time,
Mr., WILEY., I thank the distinguished Senator from
" Michigan for his contribution. I heartily agree with his
sentiments. We are an emotional people. However, as I
have heretofore said in my remarks, one of the great benefits
that has arisen from this debate is that we are becoming
acquainted with ourselves. An ancient philosopher said
“Know thyself.” The great Shakespeare said:
“This above all: to thine own self be true,
And it must follow, as the night the day,
Thou canst not then be false to any man,”

If we know ourselves, and are true to ourselves, we cannot
be false to America.

One thing that is imperative—and we who sit here know how
imperative it is—is for the people back home to be calm, for
Senators to be calm, for every class to be calm, and not
become mentally stampeded.

As my fifth point, I have said that the average American
can express his mandate to the newspapers, radio stations,
and motion-picture producers. Our domestic problems are
far more important to America than Europe's war. Let our
newspapers, radio stations, and motion pictures concentrate
on putting the emphasis of American attention back where
it belongs—on America.

This is not a callous indifference. Ii is one intelligent way
to preserve American democracy as a beacon light for war-
torn Europe. It is not a panicky, head-in-the-sand escape
from realities. It is a realistic approach. Take Europe out
of the headlines and put America back in the forefront of
American consciousness. America is worth it. She has
everything. It is our part to bring America back in the fore-
front of American consciousness.

Sixth. The average American can concentrate on American
peace rather than European war. The average American
can stop taking sides. Neutrality begins in the mind of the
individual, not in legislative halls. When we think unneutral
thoughts we are scuttling American peace.

Seventh. The average American can realize that his voice
is the most potent in the world. Mr, President, this is the
only land in the world where the voice of the average citizen
has such potency. He can accept the challenge to peace and
find a way to keep America at peace, and a way to embargo
war. The average American can tell his public servants to
stop talking war.

Eighth. The average American can think less of Europe
and more of America. I know, from the letters I am receiv-
ing, that he expects Congress to do the same.

Thus far we have discussed two of the factors which make
for war or peace: First, Hitler and his future acts; and,
second, the American people and their future acts. The
next determining factor is the political leadership of America
and its future acts. How can that leadership practice peace-
time patriotism?

First. The political leadership of America, both executive
and legislative—and I am talking to Senators and to the
executives of this land—can write a moratorium on politics
when peace is at stake and follow the same peacetime credo
that we have just outlined for the average American.

Second. The political leadership of America, both legisla-
tive and executive, can give more time to the consideration
of Washington’s advice—no entangling alliances—remember-
ing that financial and economic alliances may be as danger-
ous to peace as political alliances.

Mr. President, if I may be pardoned a personal reference at
this point, recently it was my privilege to represent in part
this body in Oslo, Norway. In the last days of the Inter-
parliamentary Union meeting there I saw an exhibition which
clarified my mind more than anything I had experienced for
a long time. Two of the Balkan countries which were repre-
sented there got into g fight, literally, on the floor of the
Parliament in Norway. One side got up and started to tell
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where the correct line between their countries was. The other
side got into the dispute and the controversy was on.

I had not intended to speak, but when that happened I
took the floor, and among other things said:

We in America want to be helpful to Europe, but we want to help _
you to find a way to help yourselves. This last situation illustrates
that we do not know anything about the equations which are
troubling you over here, and I think we do not want to know. We
want to be helpful.

I concluded my remarks with this statement:

Mr. President, I do not crave for my beloved America a meddler's
part in Europe.

I say that now. Everywhere there are potential fights.
Everywhere there is opportunity for disagreement. Should
we turn constantly to Europe when, God knows, we have
problems enough at home to look after? So the political
leadership of America should give more time to the con-
sideration of Washington’s advice.

Third. The political leadership of America can accomplish
a constructive purpose by standing for an added check on the
dogs of war, aiding in having a war referendum amendment
adopted, making it necessary for Congress to have a mandate
from the people before this Nation may engage in foreign war,

Mr, President, at the previous session of Congress I intro-
duced such a bill. It was different from any similar hill
previously introduced. It was not the so-called Ludlow
amendment. The bill provided, in substance, that before we
could become involved in a foreign war there must be a
referendum of the people; and then, if the people should vote
for war, their vote would not be mandatory but only advisory
upon the Congress.

Back in the early days of this Nation, when there was
written into the Constitution the proviso that only Congress
may declare war, the statement was made, “We have added a
check to the dogs of war,” meaning that there had been taken
from the Executive the power to make war, and that power
had been put in the hands of the representatives of the people.
Now, let us consider that we add another check, so that those
who have sons, and those who have businesses, and who will
be called upon to spend their resources, may have a right to
vote on that issue.

Fourth. The political leadership of America can formulate
legislation and plans that not only will aid our national
economy now, but will especially prepare for the shocks and
problems which will arise when the present war in Europe
ceases.

Yes; at the next session we should give particular attention
to that question, and prepare for the shocks which will come,
whether we like it or not, when the war in Europe ceases.

Fifth. The political leadership of America can define and
restrict the powers of the Executive in relation to our foreign
affairs. Rightly or wrongly, the haunting precedent of to-
talitarian states makes the average American fearful of the
encroachment of any one man on the powers that must be
shared in a republic.

Sixth. The political leadership of America can stimulate
trade with South America and other noncombatant countries,
think our farm problem through, think our labor-capital
problem through, and solve these problems.

Seventh. The political leadership of America can reinstate
in the American people a feeling of confidence; it can demon-
strate the Government's ability to balance the Budget; it
can get rid of government by experts and return the Govern-
ment to the people.

Mr. President, grave as the European situation appears, we
in America need not be appalled; we need not fear and dis-
trust the future of our country. Men’s minds here are alert,
independent. They are not palsied; they are active. We are
arising to meet the challenge head-on, and my faith is that
it will be met and America will remain at peace. In spite of
the fear mongers and the hysteria begetters, I am glad to
ascertain that more and more people are coming to the con-
clusion that we will not be drawn into this European war.
They are realizing that Congress alone has the power to
declare war, and that this power is the greatest insulation
against America’s involvement,
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Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CuanpLer in the chair).
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from
Connecticut?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr. DANAHER. A few moments ago the Senator from
Wisconsin made reference to propaganda, and, of course, the
implication was that the propaganda was entirely from over-
seas. The junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Brownl]
thereupon made reference to certain moving pictures which
have been flashed across the American screen during the last
few weeks. The junior Senator from Michigan hastened to
point out that he did not believe that those pictures were
being offered as propaganda but rather that there was a profit
motive back of them. Thereupon, when I heard that ex-
pression, I sent to my office in order that I might give to the
junior Senator from Michigan the observations of News Week,
a magazine with which, no doubt, the junior Senator from
Michigan is familiar. On September 18, under the heading
“Screen openings,” appears this statement, which I quote
exactly:

Thunder Afloat (Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer). The release date of this
“preparedness” film, like that of 20th Century Fox’s Twenty Thou-
sand Men a Year, was advanced at the request of the United States
Government.

I should like the junior Senator from Michigan, therefore,
to know that a responsible magazine, News Week, which is
circulated widely throughout this country, has ascribed that
particular showing of propaganda, which the Senator from
Michigan has condemned, to the United States Government
itself, and it has appeared during the pendency and con-
tinuation of this debate.

I wish to thank the Senator from Wisconsin for his cour-
tesy, but I thought that we should complete the record in this
particular,

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, let me make one brief ob-
servation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr. BROWN. I merely wish to say that I do not in any
way retract my condemnation of that type of propaganda,
and the fact that some persons in the present Government
may approve it does not change my opinion at all. I think
pictures of that type are most unfortunate in their effect
upon public sentiment in this country.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, will the Senator from Wis-
consin yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr, WILEY. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I should like to ask the Senator from
Connecticut if that article states who in the United States
Government or what branch of the United States Govern-
ment approved the picture referred to, for, as he knows, the
Government is made up of many agencies; and if any de-
partment or any official has been responsible for the produc-
tion of this movie or for its reproduction, it seems to me the
name ought to be given, because a blanket statement that the
United States Government, which is an impersonal entity,
has approved it is rather meaningless.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to me briefly?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield further to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr., WILEY. I yield.

Mr. DANAHER. I thank the Senator. Let me say to the
Senator from Kentucky that the picture is one in which there
are wooden fishing vessels, supposedly off the coast of New
England, which have been sunk by so-called U-boats. In
this U-boat picture a gentleman, whose name, I think, is
Wallace Beery, a screen actor, purports, almost single-
handed, to go out and down the entire German U-boat navy.
Of course, the submarines which are pictured there are not

| U-boats and they are not German submarines, but they are
submarines, and they are in New England waters. Whether
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or not they are the ones the President has heard of in
recent weeks I do not know, but the submarines are in the
picture, and I assume they are the submarines of the United
States Navy, the loan of which has been permitted, no
doubt, in-order to make this film possible. If the United
States Government has been generalized in the description,
it is not my language; it is that of News Week; and if the
United States Navy, as a distinct and special branch of the
United States Government, participated, or, at least, author-
ized the use of submarines of our Navy to make that film
possible, it would jibe, would it not, with the conclusion of
News Week as announced in the statement I have quoted?

Mr, BARKLEY. The Senator may have noted not long
ago that the name of the United States Senate was used in
connection with the production of a picture. I do not think
anybody would concede that the United States Senate au-
thorized or sponsored that picture. If it did, it was certainly
a conglomeration and aggregation of fools to have anything
to do with a picture such as that to be exhibited before the
people of the United States as representing the Senate. I
do not know whether or not the Navy permitted the use of
the so-called submarines, The fact that it might have done
s0 in order that the picture could be produced should not
necessarily cause it to be held responsible for the type of
picture that is produced, any more than the Senate can be
held responsible for the type of picture released the other
night at the D. A. R. auditorium.

Mr. DANAHER. But if this release was advanced in be-
half of propagandizing the people of the United States that
they might more readily understand that certain nations in
the past have been guilty of certain atrocities, then we have
a very different situation. Without reflecting in any way
upon the “conglomeration,” taking the language of the Sen-
ator from Kentucky to describe them, I was not one of those
to permit anybody to take any pictures of the United States
Senate, and I was very happy when the practice was dis-
continued. Very shortly after the Seventy-sixth Congress
convened I saw some unflattering pictures of that “conglom-
eration” and was glad when the practice was stopped.

Mr. BARKLEY. The practice had never existed, but the
rule was relaxed here for one or two pictures, which did not
show up much better than the one on the movie screen, which
we feel did not really represent this august body, and there-
fore no good public service would be served by continuing it.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I am happy that Senators
have gotten something off t.heir chests, and I am happy also
to be able to comment on what has been said.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. WILEY. No. I desire to proceed, and the Senator
can ask me any question after I shall have concluded.

Mr. FRAZIER. I merely wanted to comment on what
other Senators have said.

Mr, WILEY. If I continue to yield to Senators, I fear my
speech will be extended ad infinitum.

My idea, which provoked this interchange, was simply to
indicate to the press, the radio, and the moving-picture
concerns—my only object was to call the attention of these
three agencies to the obligation they undoubtedly know exists.
Of course, it is a serious thing—yes, unthinkable—to think
in free America of trying to restrain by force—because it
would do more harm than good—freedom of the press, free-
dom of speech, freedom of the*moving pictures, but these
institutions having such great freedom must recognize that
they have not only a privilege but an obligation; and most
responsible newspapers and radio stations do recognize their
responsibility. Probably this debate itself has brought to
the fore some good, at least, in that direction.

Mr, President, there has been too great a tendency to draw
a comparison between 1914 and 1917 and 1939. We have
already shown that there is a world of difference in the fol-
lowing respects: (a) There will be less opportunity for inci-
dents; (b) there will be less opportunity for loss of Ameri-
can lives; (c) there will be less opportunity for loss of
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American property: (d) the American people are awake to
the terrible cost of war.

If we can alter the fatalistic defeatism that draws too close
a parallel between these years, we shall to that extent at
least have lessened an unfortunate and dangerous hysteria.

If we have learned one lesson from 1917 it is the lesson
that America must not again be mentally shell-shocked into
a fighting mood. That in itself is the biggest difference
between 1939 and 1917, because, after all, the greatest men-
ace to American security is a blind unreasoning fear, a
mental defeatism that accepts war as inevitable and a dan-
gerous tendency to become pro-British or pro-German or
pro-French instead of remaining solely and only pro-
American.

THE TIDES OF TRUTH ARE WORKING

Thank God, the tides of truth are working. The debate
has been interesting to me not only because light has been
shed upon the controversial subject—and there is only one
big issue now, and that is the repeal of the embargo—but
because it has given me an opportunity to observe the effect
of the debate upon the public mind. I have listened to prac-
tically every speech in this debate. Throughout the entire
session I have done my hest to be calm, listening to all the
evidence and the arguments in an impartial frame of mind.

OBLIGATION OF REPRESENTATIVE TO CONSTITUENTS

Mr. President, we know that public opinion on this issue has
been more actively evidenced than on any other issue which
has confronted the Seventy-sixth Congress. Since there has
been so active an interest, it follows that the legislators have
been faced with a current example of a problem ever present
in representative government. Let us briefly consider this
interesting problem, both as an academic question and in the
I'ght of its practical application to pending legislation.

I call the attention of the Senate to Edmund Burke's state-
ment cutlining the obligation of a representative of the
people:

Their wishes (meaning the electors' wishes) ought to have great
weight with him, their opinion high respect, their business unremit-
ting attention. It is his duty to sacrifice his repose, his pleasures,
his satisfactions to theirs and, above all, and in all cases, to prefer
their interests to his own.

But his unbiased opinion, his mature judgment, his enlightened
conscience, he ocught not to sacrifice to you, to any man, or any set
of men living. These he does not derive from your pleasure, no,
nor from the law and the Constitution. They are a trust from
Providence, for the abuse of which he is deeply answerable.

Your representative owes to you not his industry alone but his
judgment, and he betrays instead of serving you if he sacrifices it
to your opinion. :

Burke laid down the rule which obtains in England. In this
country there has been some conflict of opinion as to the
obligation of a representative who is elected by the direct vote
of the people. In our Government sovereignty, which is the
ultimate political authority, resides in the people. In other
words, a public official is looked upon as a servant of the
people. Under these circumstances, all legislative representa-
tives are faced with the problem of determining the nature
of their obligation to their constituents and to the country at
large.

How far and to what extent should a legislative representa-
tive be guided by the will of his constituents? It seems evi-
dent that any legislative representative should possess and
exercise full independence of judgment and action on all
matters that come before him, although he should never
ignore the opinion of the electorate of his State, It might be
phrased in this way: A legislative representative should not
recklessly disregard the semtiment of his constituents, but
should, so far as is consistent with his best judgment and
sense of duty to the Nation, give effect to their sentiments.
If this is the obligation of a legislative representative, then
there is a corresponding obligation for his constituents which
might be phrased in this way: It should be realized that
under normal conditions the judegment of a legislative repre-
sentative, because of the advantage of experience and prob-
ably completer information, should be regarded with respect
by his constituents.

Mr. President, I may be pardoned if I turn now from this
academic discussion of the responsibility of a legislative repre-
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sentative to a specific application to the pending legislation.
As this debate went on, I came to three conclusions:

First. That repeal or failure to repeal the embargo would
not be a step toward war.

Second. That a majority of the Senators were for repeal.

Third. That is a debate in which there is so much merit in
the arguments on both sides, and in which {he Senate vote
on the issue has been virtually determined, it would be no
compromise with personal conviction to permit the studied
judgment of my constituents to be the determining factor.

I am satisfied that a large majority of my constituents in
Wisconsin—the people who took an untried man out of a
country law office and a busy business life and sent him to
the Senate of the United States—feel that the embargo should
not be lifted. I have not arrived at that conclusion from my
mail alone, some of which may have resulted from organized
pressure groups. No; that conclusion represents an honest
evaluation of public opinion, painstakingly gathered from the
crossroads all over Wisconsin by nonpartisan folks whose
judgment I respect. There are others who are of the opposite
opinion whose opinion is equally honest. They are, however,
but a small minority group.

Mr. President, I shall vote to retain the embargo.
reason I have given.

When I recently went to Norway to attend the meeting
of the Interparliamentary Union, it was my privilege to pass
through England. In London I saw St. Paul’s Cathedral, the
great structure which Sir Christopher Wren designed. You
will remember this incident: It is told that during the con-
struction of that cathedral, one of the greatest in the world,
a foreigner saw two workmen engaged on the structure. He
went to one and said, “What are you doing here?” The man
replied, “Oh, I am laying brick. I am getting so many shill-
ings a week.” The foreigner said to the other man, “What
are you doing?” The second man, too, was a bricklayer.
He replied, looking up to the spires, with light in his eye,
“I am helping Sir Christopher Wren build a cathedral.” I
think in this country we are building a new America.

Mr. President, an ancient philosopher, locking up at the
starry heavens at night and trying to read the answers to
many of the questions that came up in his mind, asked the
eternal question, “What are we here for?” Paraphrasing
that statement, I might ask, “What are we here in this debate
for?” Apparently, we are here to answer this question, and
this question alone: Shall we repeal the Embargo Act, which
will permit the sale of arms and ammunition—amounting to
13 percent of our total sales from 1914 to 1917—or shall we
not repeal it, making it necessary for the Allies to purchase
additional raw material to make up the 13 percent?

When we entered upon this debate I had expected that
we would go into the guestion fully and completely of whether
or not we should return to international law. Of course,
what we do here now will have some future significance; but
we are not debating the larger issue, and that is, whether we
are standing for a rejuvenated law of nations. Therefore,
the issue has become practically as I have phrased it. On
all the other matters contained in the joint resolution there
seems to be practical unanimity. I refer to cash for goods,
a restriction on our own bottoms traveling through war zones,
a restriction on American citizens traveling through war
zones, and the passing of title to property purchased in this
country. :

This situation provides an additional reason why I have
reached the conclusion that I have. I do not think it is
significant in any respect, except possibly in a psychological
one, whether the embargo is repealed or not. If it is re-
pealed, part of the material we produce for munitions and
implements of war may be manufactured into munitions and
implements in this country. If it is not repealed, the ma-
terial will be used for manufacture abroad and in Canada;
but no one yet has claimed, or attempted to prove, that the
volume of trade will be less. I have kept faith with my con-
stituents and with myself when I promised to weigh and
consider all the facts and arguments before reaching g
decision,

The
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Mr. President, I am practically through with my part of
this debate, with one exception; and this, to me, is the larger
issue. I wish I could impress it upon the whole country:

WHAT WILL HAFPEN AFTER THE DEBATE IS OVER?

Mr. President, what has happened dyring this debate is
important, but probably it is not nearly so important as what
will happen after this debate.

One side must lose on this issue. I do not want to see
that side then convinced that war is inevitable. I do not
then want to see that side gloomily adopting a dangerous
defeatism. I do not want to see that side then remaining
aloof from the successful side. I do not then want to see
the American public divided on an issue that has been
settled.

I do not believe that will happen. I believe American
sportsmanship, if nothing else, will insure a gracious ac-
ceptance of the verdict. I believe American common sense
will see the folly in either side accepting the verdict with a
die-hard conviction that it must inevitably result in war.
I believe American intelligence will demand that all of the
factions in this debate shall accept the verdict in a spirit of
harmony. I believe American patriotism will mobilize for
a spirit of unity that will be bombproof against any attempt
to prod America into Europe’s war.

NEED FOR UNITY

There is a need for unity. We have only to look to the
plucky little Scandinavian countries for a heartening exam-
ple. Just last Wednesday the Swedish monarch and the
Kings of Denmark and Norway and the President of Finland
met in Stockholm to discuss the Finnish-Russian question
in g spirit of unity. This is an example of nations allied by
the consanguinity of a common cultural heritage, a common
political democracy, a large measure of social equality, and
a common desire to remain independent. Bonded just as
we are by a kindred ideology and a kindred level of life,
these little nations have banded their countries together in
a united front of 17,000,000 of peace-loving people.

This is an inspiring example of unity. The question
“Where will the Congress stand on the embargo question?”
is not nearly so important as “Where will the American
people be after the smoke of the debate clears?”

I have every confidence that America will keep faith—that
both factions will unite not to stir the ashes of the debate but
to concentrate on building for an abiding American peace.

Mr. President, for the past few weeks we have witnessed
the ludicrous sight of a great congressional debate dragging
on long after the ballots have been counted. For the past
few weeks we have smiled at the incongruity of Senators
speaking to chairs empty of all but the speakers’ own partisan
adherents. For the past few weeks we have witnessed the
pitiable sight of a congressional debate reduced to the level
of a frequent dodging of the issue, to goad old animosities
and old hatreds to new life. For the past few weeks we have
heard too much that is pro-English or pro-French or pro-
anything but pro-American. "

It is time and high time that this debate be finished.
The position of almost every Senator in this room is already
known.

The high and unalterable ideal of every Senator must be
to settle the pending issue so that the attention now being
paid to Europe’s war may be shifted back to America, where
it belongs. Our every energy must now be concentrated on
mending the breaks in American unity, in again welding
American spirit.

Qur great need will be to mobilize against war and to
build for peace. We must concentrate on safeguarding
against a distortion of cost factors in our economy. European
purchases will be more restricted than in the last war, be-
cause European credit has been shot through and through
with the shrapnel fire of broken obligations. The spirited
European competition of the last war will not be a serious
factor in boosting the American market, because that com-
petition has virtually disappeared under rigorous price re-
strictions. Moreover, the other neutrals will undoubtedly get
a share of the business,
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So our business is to stop locking across the sea and lock
back at America, so that our internal economy may be di-
rected toward a healthy consumption, rather than a specula-
tive and unwarranted industrial expansion which would
bring the potential threat of another economic collapse.

Mr. President, I believe that America will meet these chal-
lenges. I believe that after the smoke of the debate clears
Americans on both sides of this debate will join hands in a
common, fervent desire to remain at peace with all the world.
I believe that America will emerge from this period of world
crisis greater than ever before. I believe that America will
turn from Europe to.march on to a high and unique destiny
of her own. In that hope, Mr. President, I conclude.

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Danaher Johnson, Colo. Reynolds
Andrews Davis King Russell
Austin Donahey La Follette Schwartz
Balley Downey Lee Schwellenbach
Bankhead Ellender Lucas Sheppard
Barbour Frazler Lundeen Bhipstead
Barkley George McCarran Slattery
Bilbo Gerry McEKellar Smith
Borah Gibson McNary Stewart
Bridges Glllette Maloney Taft
Brown Green Mead Thomas, Okla.
Bulow Guffey Miller Thomas, Utah
Burke Gurney Minton Tobey
Byrd Hale Murray Townsend
Byrnes Harrison Neely Tydings
Capper Hatch Norris Vandenberg
Caraway Hayden Nye Van Nuys
Chandler Herring O’'Mahoney ‘Wagner
Chavez Hill Overton Walsh
Clark, Idaho Holt Pepper White
Clark, Mo, Hughes Pittman Wiley
Connally Johnson, Calif. Radcliffe

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-seven Senators

having answered to their names, there is a quorum present.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, previously, dur-
ing the course of the debate, and many times outside this
Chamber, I have made the remark that the greatest service
the United States could render to democracy in the world
would be the preservation of democracy in the United States
of America. I believe that with every fiber of my being.

I also stated, when I addressed the Senate week before
last, that if I believed that the American frontier was on the
Rhine, or that the American frontier was the Maginot line,
or if I believed that the first line of American defense was
the British Navy, I would scorn, as an American Senator or
an American citizen, to vote for either the arms embargo or
cash and carry, or credit and carry, or any other of the
various proposals which would make us hucksters of slaugh-
terhouse weapons to those who were in actuality defending
the United States.

I stated that I had no such belief, but if I did believe that
the French and British were fighting our battles, and that
they were defending the United States, I would vote for a
declaration of war, even though I knew that it meant the
end, at least temporarily, and perhaps permanently, of most
of the liberties which we hold most dear.

Mr. President, there has been some question about the
statements I have made, and because I believe that the
pending proposal for the repeal of the arms embargo is a
first step toward involvement in war, as I have said before
on this floor, and as I repeat, I desire to examine briefly
some of the plans already on foot which lead me to believe
that the involvement of the United States in war would be
immediately followed by the sefting up of a totalitarian gov-
ernment in this country, to all intents and purposes as effec-
tive as that of any other totalitarian government in the
world.

In making these statements I do not wish to be misunder<
stood as meaning any particular criticism of the War Depart-
ment, or of anyone who has had to do with the drawing up
of these plans, because it is freely admitted on all sides that
a dictatorship, a totalitarian form of government, is the best
possible form of government so far as efficiency is concerned,
for the conduct of war, and that a free democracy is possibly
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the poorest and most ineffective form of government for the
conduct of a war.

I bring this subject to the attention of the Senate again
today merely once more to emphasize the fact that when we
allow our sympathies—which have been in the last few days
freely expressed on the floor of the Senate by certain Sena-
tors—when we allow our sympathies for one side of the
belligerents as against another to lead us into war, we are
putting in pawn the very dearest of our liberties, which we
may never be able to redeem.

Mr. President, let me quote a text from a book officially
approved by the War Department, and apparently by the
Navy Department—certainly by the War Department—be-
cause it contains a foreword, in most eulogistic and laudatory
terms, from The Assistant Secretary of War, the Honorable
Louis Johnson, who afforded the author of the book an office
in the War Department for the purpose of writing it, and
who in his foreword almost officially assumes responsibility
for it. At page 118 of his book, Adjusting Your Business to
War, Mr. Cherne has stated:

War is no longer simply a battle between armed forces in the
field; it is a struggle in which each side strives to bring to bear
against the enemy the coordinated power of every individual and
every material resource at its command. The conflict extends
from the soldier in the most forward line to the humblest citizen
in the remotest hamlet in the rear.

As I said a moment ago, Mr. President, what I wish to say
today involves no criticism of military men who, necessarily,
are intent on the military purpose of winning a war; who,
necessarily, are impatient at any civilian restraint; who, nec-
essarily, have no sympathy with the purely civil rights of our
population; who have in mind only the one overwhelming
purpose- of military effectiveness, which is the system upon
which every totalitarian power in the world—Germany, Italy,
and Russia—has been geared. I have no criticism of the
professional men, who conceive that the most effective defense
of the United States today—that the most effective military
purposes of the United States—could be best effectuated by a
military dictatorship. I make these remarks simply for the
purpose of pointing out to the American people the direction
in which they are heading when they allow their sympathy for
one set of belligerents to engage them in a war.

Let me explain the background of this book to which I
shall refer, because it is an illuminating explanation of the
present industrial mobilization plan of the War Department.
Let me say that, so far as the basis of the 1939 industrial
mobilization plan of the War Department is concerned, it
is not essentially different from its 1933 industrial mobiliza-
tion plan, which we discovered and whose production we
subpenaed during the course of the munitions investigation.
I discovered at that time, I may say, Mr. President, that
the War Department had already drawn and held in re-
serve in the War Department a number of bills designed to
make up the War Department’s industrial mobilization plan,
a war mobilization plan which had never been sent to the
Congress. Those bills were not intended to be sent to the
Congress but were to be held in the War Department. Colo-
nel—now General—Harris, the representative of the War
Planning Board, admitted the bills were to be held in re-
serve in the War Department and sent up immediately
upon the declaration of war, with the idea that the Con-
gress would not at that time dare enter into any careful
scrutiny or any extended debate on the plan, but that the
whole plan would be followed, that it would be put through
under whip and spur, and that there would never be any
questioning of the wisdom of the army and naval officers
who had formed the plan.

To a cerfain extent I became familiar with the plan by
invoking the committee process and getting it. Then I
introduced those bills in the Senate of the United States,
although I stated when I introduced them that I was not
in favor of any of them. I introduced them so that they
might be called to the attention of the country and, so far
as was in my power, I did call them to the attention of the
country. I had them referred to the munitions committee,
and presented adverse reports on those bills to this body.
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Now I discover that the industrial mobilization plan of
1939 is not very much different from the mobilization plan
of 1936, and the bills which were already prepared, which
I introduced, word for word will put the plan into effect—
except that the industrial mobilization plan of 1939 is a
little more reticent. They do not want to have a plan that
is quite so outspoken, which some Senate committee or
House committee could get hold of and expose to the public
view before the time they wish to send it up to the Congress.

After that in this year there came out the book Adjust-
ing Your Business to War, by Leo M. Cherne. Mr. Cherne
was afforded quarters in the War Department for the
writing of this book, where he could have the immediate
assistance of high officials of the War and Navy Depart-
ments for the explanation of the industrial mobilization
plan to his subscribers and constituents. In his dedication
he says: :

I must give thanks to those without whom this volume could
not have been written, Joseph Lewls Simon, Harold B. White,
Arthur Vall Hart, and to each of the following members of the
War and Navy Departments who not only contributed their time
and knowledge but the research and data which they have each
labored years to perfect:

The Army and Navy Munitions Board; Hon, Louis Johnson, The

Assistant Secretary of War; Hon. Charles Edison, The Assistant
Secretary of the Navy. * * *

And various other officers whom he sets out in that
dedication.

Then in the foreword, written by Louis Johnson, Assistant
Secretary of War, we have one of the most fulsome and
laudatory endorsements that any bock could possibly have.

Mr. President, although the President said he was not
familiar with the boock when it was called to his attention
by the Secretary of Labor, there can be no question, from
the fact that Mr. Cherne wrote this book in consultation
with responsible officers of the War and Navy Departments,
being furnished office and clerical help in the War Depart-
ment itself by The Assistant Secretary of War, that Cherne
was familiar with the implication and the intendments of
the present Army mobilization plan. I said a moment ago
that the plan was not essentially different from the plan
of 1933, which was brought up and put into the Recorp by
the Munitions Committee. It is only different in the
reticence of the expression of the 1939 mobilization plan,
as shown by the mimeograph pages, because they have re-
served certain annexes described in Mr. Cherne’s book—pre-
cisely the real intendment of the act—but Mr. Cherne’s
boock may be taken as the Bible and the Testament of what
is intended under that Army mobilization plan.

Let us now see what it is. It is well summarized by Assist-
ant Secretary Johnson, who is quoted in that book in the
following words: :

Investigations have made it increasingly evident that the pro-
vision of material and the mobilization of manpower must be

synchronized if initial efforts are to be effected in the field. Since
to create in peace—

Smce to create in peace—

a full war reserve of material would beggar even the richest of
nations, the only solution of the problem—adequate production
after hostilities have been joined—engages the major portion of
our attention.

The work of wartime procurement planning and industrial
mobilization is concerned with nearly every element—
With nearly every element—

of our national industrial life.

In other words, The Assistant Secretary of War is saying
that when war comes nearly every element of our national
industrial life is going to be affected.

Mr. President, that statement is so accurate that it amounts
to a truism, but many of our fellows, many of our friends in
every walk of public life, including men in this body, do not
realize that fact when they assert that we can assist one set of
belligerents without involvement or disturbance of our whole
national life. Mr. Cherne’s volume has not been for public
distribution or public sale. As I remarked the other day, it
was not intended for the perusal of such as I. It was put
out at the very large price of $6.50 a volume for the dis-
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tribution to a limited number of subscribers, and was not
for sale, even at $6.50 or $10, to such men as United States
Senators who might be interested in finding out the impli-
cations of the War Department’s program.

I was able to obtain a copy of the book through the courtesy
of a friend of mine in the newspaper business,

An examination of Mr. Cherne’s volume, whose foreword,
as I have said, was written by Assistant Secretary of War
Johnson, shows that the term “industry” includes just about
everything, and just about everybody, from the manager of
a manufacturing plant to the humblest worker, including
farm workers. Make no mistake as to the inclusiveness of
this planning. The Cherne volume and the document upon
which it is based—the industrial mobilization plan—Ileave
no shadow of doubt on that point. Men and women in every
essential industry and in every agricultural pursuit are cov-
ered in detail by this program. It makes no difference
whether one lives in New York, Seattle, Chicago, Houston, or
Bowling Green, Mo. All are covered.

Mr. LEE. Mr, President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr, LEE. Does the plan provide for a mobilization of
finances, or does it deal only with industry?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator will have to read
the mobilization plan for himself actually to determine that
question. As a matter of fact, I do not think it provides for
the mobilization of finances in any degree whatever. As to
those provisions the plan is so vague that it is possible an
argument might be made on that score. To my mind it is
perfectly clear that there is nothing mandatory about any
such provisions.

It makes no difference, Mr. President, whether the worker
has the dirt of the factory or the dirt of the farm on his
hands. They are all covered. It makes no difference whether
the man or woman holds an office, a shop, or a field post.
All are covered. The United States of America joins with
the rest of the regimented nations just as soon as war comes.
When I say “regimented nations” I mean all the belligerents.
We have heard much about dictatorships in Iftaly, Germany,
and Russia; and yet under the French law today Daladier is
as much a dictator, or has the power to be as much a dic-
tator, as any of the rest of them. We have only to read the
public press from day to day to find cases of regimentation
and the breaking down of the Bill of Rights of Great Britain.
So we might all just as well recognize that if the United
States ever goes into the war it will join with the rest of the
regimented nations. We shall do it just as soon as war is
declared.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield further?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield. :

Mr. LEE. Does the Senator from Missouri know whether
or not this book has any official color other than that the
foreword is written by The Assistant Secretary of War?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will say to the Senator that I
know that the book was written in the War Department. I
know that space was afforded to this man Cherne in the War
Department to write the book. I know that he is referring,
section by section, to a War Department document, the in-
dustrial mobilization plan; and I know that since the publi-
cation of the book there has been no repudiation or question
as to the accuracy of the method in which he wrote. It has
also been published in the newspapers that when Secrefary
Perkins called the matter to the attention of the President in
Cabinet meetings be said he was not familiar with the book.
He also said that most of the people who write about such
subjects do not know what they are talking about, a siate-
ment in which I agree. However, in view of the official char-
acter of this publication, in view of the fact that Mr. Cherne
is himself a consultant in the formation of the plan, and the
fact that the book has been in existence for more than a
month, with the imprint of The Assistant Secretary of War,
referring step by step, paragraph by paragraph, and sentence
by sentence to the industrial mobilization plan, I say it is
entitled to be treated as an authoritative work,
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Mr, LEE. My memory was that when the President was
asked at a press conference concerning the book he disclaimed
any official responsibility for it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. He said he did not know any-
thing about if.

Mr. LEE. I further understood that the Secretary of War,
Mr. Woodring, himself declined the opportunity to write the
foreword. i

Mr, CLARK of Missouri, So far as the industrial mobiliza-
tion plan is concerned the Secretary of War does not have
anything to do with it. Under the law The Assistant Secre-
tary of War is charged with the responsibility of getting up
the industrial mobilization plan; and he reports directly to
the President, and not to the Secretary of War. Naturally
the Secretary of War would not have written the foreword,
because he has nothing to do with the plan.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. I know nothing about the statement of
the Senator that this man Cherne was afforded quarters or
space in the War Department.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think if the Senator will in-
quire he will find that that statement is absolutely accurate.

Mr. BARELEY. I have inquired, and I expect to have the
information in a few minutes. However, I do know that the
Secretary of War, Mr. Woodring, who is the head of the
War Department, stated in the press at the time—and that
statement has been reiterated more recently—that he knew
nothing about the book, and knew nothing about the foreword
until he saw it after the book had been published.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am thoroughly convinced that
that is true, Mr. President; but the Senator from Kentucky
overlooks the fact that so far as the preparation of the plan
and the control of it is concerned—as I shall presently show
if I have an opportunity—The Assistant Secretary of War is
not only independent, but also has control over the activities
of the Navy in the matter.

Mr. BARKLEY. What is the difference between the rela-
tionship of the Secretary of War and The Assistant Secretary
of War to the industrial-mobilization plan?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator ought to be familiar
with that matter. He was in Congress when the authoriza-
tion was first passed. I was not. The Assistant Secretary of
War is especially charged with responsibility for the indus-
trial-mobilization plan; and he reports directly to the Presi-
dent, and not to the Secretary of War.

Mr. BARKLEY. What relationship did this man Mr.
Cherne have? The Senator stated he was a consultant.
‘Was he an official of the War Department in that respect?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I understand he is one of the
civilian officials who are constantly being dragged in from
time to time. A big conference was held down there last
week in connection with the industrial-mobilization plan.

Mr, BARKLEY. Was it in his capaeity as a consultant
of the War Department that he was given space, if he was
given space?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator will have to obtain
that information from the War Department, because he has
better facilities for doing so than I have.

Mr., BARKLEY. Not at all. All I can do is to ask the
Secretary of War; and the Senator from Missouri can do the
same thing.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do not think the Secretary of
War knew very much about the matter until it was brought
up in Cabinet meeting.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from
Indiana.

Mr. MINTON. I have been very much interested in what
the Senator from Missouri has had to say about Mr. Cherne’s
book and the facilities that were made available to him for
writing the boock. The Senator seems to be somewhat dis-
turbed about that phase of it.



718

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, so far as that is
concerned, I will say to the Senator that I do not care any-
thing about that, because I fully recognize that a man who is
eble to put out a book at $6.50, with 20,000 assured subscribers
already, would not care whether somebody gave him an office
or not. The use of a Government office was simply a matter
of facility. I mentioned the fact because it fitted in with the
foreword by Assistant Secretary of War Johnson, the dedica-
tion by Assistant Secretary of the Navy Edison, and various
other elements which tend to give verisimilitude to his
analysis of the industrial mobilization plan of the Army. The
matter is not important, because any Senator who can get
hold of one of the mimeographed forms of the industrial
mobhilization plan—and I will say that it cannot be obtained in
the Government Printing Office, although it is supposed to be
a public document—can make an analysis for himself. He
does not have to rely on Mr. Cherne. I simply used Mr.
Cherne’s analysis for the purpose of convenience.

Mr. MINTON. I misunderstood the Senator’s position. I
thought he was disturbed because Mr, Cherne had been there
in a capacity which the Senator thought perhaps was not
quite right. I could not understand that, because I remember
that Mr. Raushenbush, who was the investigator for the
Munitions Committee, of which the Senator was a member,
and his wife, who also worked for the Munitions Committee,
wrote a book, using the Munitions Committee’s records before
they were made available to the Senate.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I am very certain
that they never used any records that had not previously
been made matters of public record.

Mr. MINTON. At least they were using the facilities of the
Munitions Committee to write a book, and they had as much
access to records as did Mr. Cherne, so I could not see why
anyone should be much concerned about that question.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator has entirely mis-
apprehended my thought. If Mr. Raushenbush and his
wife used the records which had been made public records

' of the Munitions Committee, they certainly were entitled,

having helped to work up the records, to speak with au-
thority. The only point I am making as to Mr. Cherne is
that when he writes this book he speaks with authority be-

. cause he was one of those who helped to work up the whole

industrial mobilization plan. I simply mention that matter
for the purpose of showing the authenticity of Mr. Cherne’s
analysis of the industrial mobilization plan.

Mr. MINTON. Did not the Senator just say that he had
obtained one of the mimeographed copies of the plan?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I have not. I have seen one,
but I have not been able to come into possession of it. It is
supposed to be a public document; but it is impossible, and

. was from the very time it was made a public document, for

anybody to obtain a copy from the Government Printing
Office. One of my colleagues, more fortunate than I, was
able to procure one.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator may have stated who Mr.
Cherne is; but if so, I did not hear his statement. I was not
present during the first few moments of the Senator’s speech.

' Will the Senator state who Mr. Cherne is, his antecedents,
' and his connections?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I am unable to do
that. He sets himself down in his book as executive secre-
tary, Tax Research Institute of America; author of Adjust-
ing Your Business to the New Legislation; editor of the
Business and Legislation Reports, and so forth, with the addi-
tional notice of a foreword by Hon. Louis Johnson, Assistant
Secretary of War. I do not know who Mr. Cherne is except
what I have read in the newspapers. I do know that he occu-
pied an office in the War Department while he was preparing

- his book.

I do know that the Assistant Secretary of War who is
charged with the preparation of the industrial mobilization
plan, has written a very fulsome foreword for it, and that in
his dedication the author expressed pamticular thanks to the
men without whose aid he could not have written the book,
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Hon. Louis Johnson, Assistant Secretary of War, and Hon.
Charles Edison, Assistant Secretary of the Navy. I also know
that that book was not printed for public consumption; that
the Senator from Idaho could not walk down to a book store
in this city, pay $6.50, the price at which the book is put out,
and obtain a copy of it; that I could not do so; that the Senator
from Kentucky could not do so, and no other Member of this
body could walk down to a book store and find the book on
sale. It was printed for private circulation for some 20,000
subscribers, according to the statement made by the Tax Re-
search Institute of America.

Mr. BORAH., Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I understand the Secretary of War declined
to write the foreword.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That statement was made here a
moment ago, and, knowing the Secretary of War, I am entirely
prepared to believe that would be true.

Mr. BORAH. And knowing the Assistant Secretary of
War, the Senator would have no doubt that he would write it?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would not be surprised.

hMr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
there?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield first to the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Lee]l, who has been on his feet for some time,

Mr, LEE. I wish to know further as to the source of the
Senator’s information—I am not questioning what he says,
let him understand—but I want to know, for my own informa-
tion, what is the source of the Senator’s information that Mr.
Cherne had offices in the War Department and by whose
authority?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Cherne was quoted in the
public press as having stated that he did have offices in the
War Department, and that statement has been many times
repeated in the public press without any denial whatever,

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, if I may interpolate, the
Senator from Missouri makes no point of that, does he?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Not at all. I simply refer to it
as showing the authenticity of the analysis of the plan to
which I am trying to address myself. ;

Mr. BAREKLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I now yield to the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr, BARKLEY. I do not desire to take the Senator’s
time, but I have felt it my duty to call not only the Secre-
tary of War but the Assistant Secretary of War, Mr. John=-
son, as to one or two statements the Senator has made, one
with regard to this man Cherne having space or quarters
assigned to him in the War Department. Mr. Johnson tells
me that that is absolutely inaccurate; that he only had such
avenues as any other man would have who would come there
and seek to obtain information from the Public Relations
Division of the War Department.

He further states that, while he did sign the foreword
as Assistant Secretary of War as a matter of identification,
he states in the foreword, which I have not read, that he
does not regard this as authoritative; he does not put the
stamp of authority of the War Department on it, and, fur-
thermore, that what the author said in the book was based
on the mobilization of the plan of 1936 and not that of
1939, and, therefore, cannot be authoritative. That is the
information that comes to me.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I stated earlier in my remarks
that the only difference between the mobilization plan of
1933, that of 1936, and that of 1939 is that the mobilization
plan of 1939, having been fired at on several occasions, is a
little more reticent, and it is said that the details will be
published in appendixes.

Mr. BARKLEY. This book was written in February, I
think, of 1939; the mobilization plan of 1939 had not been
promulgated at that time.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course, they put out new
mobilization plans every few days to meet criticism that
arises, :

Mr. BARKLEY. I am sure the Senator from Missouri
would not want to make an inaccurate statement,
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I certainly would not, and my
statement, which I said was unimportant, as to the use of
office space, was based on a public statement of Mr, Cherne
which was published in the newspapers.

Mr. BARKLEY. I myself think it is not very important.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. As a matter of fact, I think I
was inaccurate when I said “in the Waz Department”; to be
perfectly accurate, I think, it was in the Munitions Building.

Now, Mr. President, let me reinforce the point which I was
trying to make by reading another statement from Mr,
Cherne’s bock. I quote:

Who comes under industrial mobilization? Which organizations
are “material and industrial organizations essential to wartime
needs,” for the purpose of industrial mobilization? Col. F. H, Miles,
Jr., O. D, Director of the Army Industrial College, has defined this
phrase to include “all industrial organizations directly or indirectly.
It is even broader, and should be correctly stated as all elements in
the economic sphere, including service industries, agriculture, labor,
financial institutions, and commercial institutions participating in
domestic and international trade. Action In one part of the eco-
nomic field produces reactions in all other parts. The operation of
one industry requires the support of other industries, of labor, of
finance, ete. The economic structure of this country must be
considered as a closely knit, integrated whole” (pp. 14-15).

Which means, Mr. President, in time of war a closely inte-
grated whole with the Army or the Navy and special emer-
gency organizations set up in complete control, as complete
control as exists in any other country in the world; and not
only does the Army have the responsibility for the War De-
partment, as I mentioned a moment ago, not oniy does the
Army have the responsibility for the War Department pro-
curement and control of American economic life for that
purpose, but, as Mr. Cherne’s volume continues:

Although the Assistant Secretary of War has no control over the
Navy planning, over industry, or the civilian population, he is
charged by law with providing for mobilizing the economic re-
sources of the country in such a way as to satisfy the needs of the
Army and Navy, as well as the civilian population. The Navy
Department is as vitally interested in this problem as the War
Department, and it is necessary that the needs of the two Depart-
ments be ccordinated in order that there be proper planning.
Through joint administrative action, the necessary coordination
has been provided for by the establishment of the Army and Navy
Munitions Board. This includes the procurement of not only every
finished item of supply or equipment but also of many contributory
requirements, such as raw materials, semifinished products, power,
labor, money, transportation, ete. Since it is impossible to make a
plan for industry and confine the plan to the industries required in
the production of Army items alone, it is the problem of the
Assistant SBecretary of War to prepare a national plan for all industry.

That is the gentleman who wrote the foreword to Cherne’s
bock.

Notice, Mr. President, how nicely this regimentation is
limited and defined; notice what we are heading into once
we have agreed to be lured into the war,

It is the problem of the Assistant Secretary of War to prepare
a national plan for all industry.

This is not only a plan for getting supplies for the Army
and Navy but a plan for all industry. It is not partial con-
trol; it is complete control for every industry, for agricul-
ture as well as for factories, and for the human beings who
will do the work., It is totalitarian control as complete as
that in any totalitarian state.

The fact that our country is a democracy now will not
affect the all-inclusive nature of the controls that will be
fastened cn the country when this plan goes into effect.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr, MINTON. Of course, the Senator agrees that that
plan could not be put into effect except under the war
power?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. There is no question about that.
If the Senator was present when I began my remarks, he
heard me say that by accident I discovered the fact that
these bills in the 1933 mobilization plan of which the Con-
gress had not been advised had already been drawn in the
War Department; that they would be sent up as soon as a
declaration of war was made, on the theory that they could
be put through under whip and spur without any consider-
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able debate, and under such circumstances that any Senator
or any Member of the House of Representatives who dared
to raise his voice to question these measures would be ac-
cused of being unpatriotic, of being a slacker, of being a
traitor, of being pro-Britich, or pro-Stalin, or pro something
else. That is the whole purpose of the plan—to keep these
matters in reserve until they can be sent here and put
through in a time of hysteria, after, say, war has developed.

Mr. MINTON. The Senator from Missouri is not only a
distinguished public civil servant but is a distinguished
former soldier.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I thank the Senator for those
kind words.

Mr. MINTON. The Senator knows that a nation cannot
go upon the battlefield with any degree of success or hope
of success if it has not some plans made against the day
when it might be called upon to resort to arms. Is the
Senator against the Government of the United States having
plans ready?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I said when I began my remarks
that I had no personal criticism to make of anybody in con-
nection with this plan; that what I am trying to do is to
point out to the American people that when we get into a war
we are getting into a dictatorship and are imperiling the
dearest of our own civil rights. I say very freely that a dic-
tatorship is better geared and better calculated for the con-
duct of a war than is a democracy, and we need not think
we are fighting the battle of democracy if we get in——

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will yield in a moment. We
need not think we are fighting the battle of the world’s
democracy in Europe if we lose our freedom and democracy in
the United States.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. MINTON. Who is urging us to go to war now?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. We are being urged to take the
first step that will lead us into war.

Mr. MINTON. The Senator says “the first step,” but there
is no evidence it is the first step. With all due respect to the
Senator from Missouri, his assertion does not make it “the
first step.”

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I understand that.

Mr. MINTON. And even though the statement is fortified
with the assertions of many other eminent Senators, there
are others here and over yonder who do not agree.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, of course I am
familiar with the mental obfuscation of my dear friend the
Senator of Indiana.

The Senator from Indiana reminds me of a story my
father used to tell when I was a boy. He said that in a
little town in Missouri there was a leading citizen who had
been a great “joiner.” He was a member of the Masons,
the Odd Fellows, the Knights Templar, the EKnights of
Pythias, the Woodmen of the World, the Married Men's
League, the Elks, the Eagles, and the Moose, and nearly
every other organization that ever came along. Finally,
when he died, they gave him the biggest funeral the town
had ever had. The procession started out down the dusty
road, with all the brethren of the various orders in regalia,
and the old town brass band turned out. An old-fashioned
horse-drawn hearse was leading the procession. They got
about halfway down to the cemetery, and the band was
playing the Dead March, from Saul, and all of a sudden the
trombone player let out the most awful raucous discord that
anybody had ever heard. It caused the horses drawing the
hearse to run off and throw the corpse out in the ditch and
caused all the brethren in regalia to stampede up and down
and knock down a number of persons. The band leader
rushed back and said to the trombone player, who himself
had been knocked down in the melee, “What in the devil did
you sound that awful, outrageous discord for?” The trom-
bone player said, “Boss, I'll tell you: There was a hossfly
lit on my book, and I took her for a note, and I played her.”
[Laughter.]
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So I am thoroughly familiar with the fact that no argu-
ment on this floor will convince the Senator from Indiana to
the contrary of any proposition that the administration is
for, or that he thinks the administration is for, or that he
even suspects the administration is for.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator again
yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. MINTON. I want to plead guilty to being “obfus-
cated” still after the Senator’s story. [Laughter.]

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, the War Depart-
ment knows that this is not a simple matter of a few execu-
tive orders, a few rules, and regulations. It is, and must be
under this plan, the function of the military to mobilize a
nation—mobilize it 100 percent, just as the dictatorships
bhave been doing for years. Everything and everybody must
be geared to the war machine under the program.

Here is what Mr. Cherne has to say at another point:

Mobilizing a nation for war is an intricate process. It involves
every element of the nation—raw materials, manufacturing ca-
pacities, fuel, transportation, and finance. These elements have
to be coordinated in full support of any military effort in which
the United States is engaged. During the World War, the War
Industries Board, headed by Mr. Bernard M. Baruch, was the
superagency created to coordinate the industrial effort. The in-
dustrial mobilization plan now provides for the creation by the
President of a War Resources Administration, a civilian super-
agency, similar to the old War Industries Board, to exercise the
President’s war power for the mobilization of industry. In the
course of the planning and mobilization, every element of na-
tional life is considered along with the strictly military effort.
The home front is considered as important as the battle front in
?rdei'??ha.t the national morale be maintained at a high level

P- .

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am glad to yield to the Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. It is true, is it not, that this so-called
plan has never been enacted into law?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is entirely correct.

Mr. CONNALLY. 8o, after all, what the Senator is com-
plaining about is something that someone in the Depart-
ments or otherwise proposed?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is entirely correct.

Mr. CONNALLY. They cannot exercise any of the powers
against which the Senator is inveighing until Congress—not
the Senate, but the House and the Senate combined—grants
the power.

I say to the Senator that I am largely in agreement with
some of the things he expressed as a member of the Mili-
tary Affairs Committee. As I recall, he did not favor the
so-called Sheppard-Hill bill,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I did not.
that measure later in my remarks.

Mr. CONNALLY, The Senator did not favor it for the
very reason that it gave too much authority to the Execu-
tive.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is entirely correct.

Mr. CONNALLY. I have no quarrel with the Senator with
respect to that matter; but what I am trying to point out
is that the dangers which the Senator is discussing, and
from which he is rapidly fleeing, are dangers which are
yet to be encountered if and when the Congress grants any
such powers. I am not prepared to grant any such powers.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Wait a minute, Mr. President.
Let me say to my friend the Senator from Texas that I
very thoroughly agree with him that these powers cannot
be put into effect until Congress shall have enacted them;
but, as I intend to show in a moment, Mr. Cherne, ap-
parently inspired by War Department officials, thinks the
President can put them into effect. However, I entirely
agree with the proposition of the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY, Who is Mr. Cherne? Is he the Con-
gress and the President?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. He seems to be their spokesman.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is just another bogey that the
Senator from Missouri has built up—all these ghosts behind

I intend to discuss
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the bushes, and so forth. The Senator creates a bogey with
a wave of his hand. Thé point I am making is that this
is something that some “brain truster” or somebody else has
proposed, and the Senator now is assuming that it is going
to be done, when it cannot be done, and none of it can be
done—not a line of it, not a paragraph of it, not a sentence
of it, not an edict under it, not an Executive order under it,
none of it can be done—until, if and when Congress enacts
it. It has not been enacted, and, so far as I know, it is not
going to be enacted.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I have seen
Congress speedily enact so many edicts prepared by “brain-
trusters,” which I thought were perfectly preposterous on
their face when they were sent up here that I have long
since given over disregarding as inconsequential the edicts
of the bureaucratic braintrusters downtown. Nevertheless,
Mr. President, leaving that point aside, I propose to dis-
cuss this question now because I know that after the war
has been declared, and they send these things up here for
passage under whip and spur, any Senator who dares even
to enter into any debate on any question as to the pro-
visions of those measures will be dubbed a traitor, a slacker,
and any other term they can devise.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from
Indiana.

Mr. MINTON. After being obfuscated, and this horsefly
dragged in—of course I know the story to the effect that
you cannot fool a horsefly—what I want to know from the
Senator is whether or not he believes that the Govern-
ment should have no plans against the day when it may
have to go to war.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I have explained
to the Senator from Indiana five or six times, and to the
Senate——

Mr. MINTON. I did not hear it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the Senator cannot under-
stand it I am not responsible, that the proposition I am
advancing is that we should know in advance what we are
going to run into if we allow our sympathies for one set
of belligerents to drag us into a war. I stated in the first
sentence I uttered when I toock the floor that I had no
criticism to make of anybody for getting up a plan. I
simply want the country to know what the plan is, and to
know when they allow their sympathies for Great Britain
and France and Poland to drag them into a war, as has
been proposed on many sides in this country, what they
are heading into to, and the fact that they are giving up the
dearest of their liberties.

Mr, MINTON rose.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the Senator from Indiana
will listen to me for a few minutes, I believe I shall be able
to develop the trend of my argument more consistently than
I can do with constant interruptions on extraneous matters.

Mr. MINTON. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I shall not
interrupt him any more. I am glad to receive his assur-
ance that, of course, he is not against the Government
having some plan in case of war.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I said in the beginning——

Mr. MINTON. Of course, I regret that I was not here.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I said in the beginning that I
recognize very fully that a dictatorship is more efficient in
the conduct of a war than is a democracy; but a dictatorship
is not more efficient in the perpetuation of our institutions
and of our liberties than is a democracy; and that is the
reason why I do not want our country to get into a war.

Notice, as Mr. Cherne points out, “* * * every element
of national life is considered * * *.” What could be
closer to the totalitarian ideal? There, “every element” is
“considered.” Here, “every element” will be “considered.” A
perfect pattern, with no overlapping.

WHAT DOES THE PLAN INCLUDE?

I quote further from Mr. Cherne’s book:

The War and Navy Departments expect the President to receive
from Congress, probably before the outbreak of war, the nzcessary
legal authority to impose, wherever desirable, the following lndt_x_a_;-
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trial controls: (a) Price fixing, (b) priorities control, (c) com-
pulsory orders, (d) commandeering of materials and plants, (e)
licensing, (f) apportioning commeodities and raw materials (p. 114).

Now, this legal authority which the Departments expect is
not a simple industrial control. It is a totalitarian control
system. What else could it be with—

(a) price fixing, (b) priorities control, (¢) compulsory orders,
(d) commandeering of materials and plants, (e) licensing, () ap-
portioning commodities and raw materials (p. 114)?

What more complete totalitarian control can be imagined
than fixing the price the manufacturer, the raw-material
producer, the transport facility may get for their products
and their services?

What could be more complete than the power of “priori-

| ties control,” which means that some Government hoard—

very likely an understrapper, or a subunderstrapper, or an

| assistant subunderstrapper of some Government board—dom-
' inated by military requirements, can put a manufacturer out
| of business, or cripple him so badly that his whole investment
| is gone if he does not jump when the whip is cracked by

‘ink for printing it.

Washington?

Think of the ramifications when the power of priorities
control is used. If the wartime administration does not like
the editorials a certain newspaper is printing, and wants to

. hush it up, it can hold up deliveries of newsprint or printer’s

ink so no paper is available to that journal for printing or
It can say “No more ink—it’s needed
elsewhere,” and that newspaper will be forced fo stop
printing.

Mr. President, that is the most effective censorship that
can possibly be imagined. They do not want to write it in
large letters in the law. If they have the power, which we
know will be exercised when the time comes, it makes no dif-
ference whether it is written on the face of the law in explicit
terms or hidden in the law in such fashion as I have sug-
gested, we have established a censorship whenever we pass
any such law.

This is merely a sample of what control of priorities means.
And remember that this is only one of the restraints to which
the country is to be subjected when M day rolls around. To
talk about recent domestic business controls in the same
breath with this power, power to make or break a man by
withholding materials and fixing priorities on deliveries, is
nonsense. Our present business regulation is mere child’s
play beside that sort of control. Let Mr. Cherne tell us about
the penalties available for noncooperation. I quote further
from his book, pages 129 and 130:

Although there is nothing in the industrial mobilization plan
which is designed to make the control of priorities other than a
means of controlling essential contributory factors of the produc-
tion of essential military needs, it 1s important to recognize that
resistance to the needs of the armed forces, or faillure of industrial
cocperation can be met effectively by the control of priorities, in
addition to the power of commandeering.

Thus, it is conceivable that a recalcitrant or obstinate manufac-
turer will find his obstinacy embarrassing if overnight the Policy
Division of the War Resources Administration, decides that the
power which he has been utilizing can more effectively be utilized
by another competitive company manufacturing essential com-
modities for the Government.

What is that but a bald statement, which would be blushed
at in Germany or Italy, that a government functionary can
tell an independent American businessman that if he does
not obey his ukase, he will ruin him by taking his power away
frem him in favor of a competitor?

What could be more complete than the power to enforce
compulsory orders, to commandeer materials and plants, to
require a license, to establish priorities, and so forth? The
answer is that nothing could be more complete in its regi-
menting potentialities,

As the Senator from Texas and the Senator from Indiana
said a moment ago, it is not the law. “But we do not have
this enacted into law,” say the uninitiated. How easily our
people can be focled! Of course, we do not have this plan
enacted in legislative form, but that does not matter. Listen
to what Mr. Cherne has to say on that point, at pages 114
and 115 of his book:

LXXXV—46
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The industrial-mobilization plan proceeds on the theory that
these powers will be placed in the hands of the necessary super=
agencies during wartime. The fact that Congress has not yet
granted those powers is, in this instance, however, not of para-
mount concern. It must be remembered that the President, as
Commander in Chief of the armed forces of the United States
during wartime, has what is commonly referred to as the “war
powers of the President,” the great reservoir of authority which
the custom of this country has permitted to be used as the cmer-
gency may require, These powers have not been completely de-
fined in law or in the expressions of court and as a matter of actual
fact are not only indefinable but beyond practical limit. The war-
time powers of the President as exerclsed by Woodrow Wilson dur-
ing the World War would have been ample to insure the immedi-
ate and complete application of the industrial-mobilization plan
in all of its details without a single enactment of Congress, if this
were considered desirable in an emergency.

Think of the situation! Without a single enactment of
Congress, the plan could go into operation under the wartime
powers of the President.

The senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. VaNpENBERG], With
the unanimous backing of this body, made an attempt re-
cently to learn from the Attorney General of the United
States what these wartime powers of the President covered
in the President’s proclamation of national emergency were,
and we got the reply from the Attorney General that he could
not give us an answer. I do not know whether it was be-
cause the Attorney General did not know or because he
would not give us an answer, but I do know that the Attorney
General of the United States refused the request of the Senate
of the United States to give us an answer as to what the war-
time powers covered by the President’s proclamation in na-
tional emergency amounted to.

A few days ago the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoL-
LETTE] spoke of those powers on the floor of the Senate.
Let me remind my colleagues of them in this connection.

During the World War the President had complete control
of the transportation system. He was free to requisition and
fix the price of supplies for the Army. He could commandeer
factories, procure ships and war materials. He completely
controlled the price of wheat and coal and imposed many spe-
cial regulations concerning marketing. He had broad powers
in the censorship of communications.

These are only samples. There are many more, some of
which are still in force, waiting only to be invoked at the
President’s wish.

The Senator from Wisconsin also mentioned the “tremen-
dously far-reaching powers” that have been given the Presi-
dent since the World War. I quote him:

Under the Federal Communications Act he has the power, in war
or national emergency, to close any radio station or take it over for
the use of the Government. Under the Merchant Marine Act of
1936 the Maritime Commission may requisition merchant vessels
during any national emergency declared by the President. Under
the section of the 1817 Trading With the Enemy Act, which was
amended and incorporated in the Emergency Banking Act of March
9, 1923, the President has very wide powers over the Nation’s fiscal
and credit transactions “during time of war or during any other
period of national emergency declared by the President., * * *”
(ConcrEssioNaL Recorp, October 12, 1939, p. 329.)

That is what we must contend with. That is what the
manufacturer, the laborer, the farmer must contend with.
Just as soon as war comes there will be no debating the issue.
It is all settled now; and what can be done about it?

The only thing that can be done is to keep out of war, so
that this devilish program cannot be fastened on our national
life. That in itself is a powerful reason for not taking a
single small step toward letting down the barriers against war
involvement. And do not forget that it will be done by small
steps, no one of which by itself can be said to be a direct cause
of our getting into war. But mark my words, when we take
the first step, we have set our compass. The second step be-
comes a little easier. As we go on the pace is accelerated, and
one sad day we find that the sum total of all these steps, each
one taken without any intention of getting into war, has
landed us and our institutions and our posterity squarely in
the lap of war.

Mr. President, when I was a small boy I used to hear my
father quote these words from Virgil: “Facilis decensus
averni”—easy is the descent into hell. I fear that the small
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steps which we may take in this crisis may eventually be
steps which will land the country in the bottomless pit of
war. From then on it is farewell to freedom, to liberty, to
all the cherished privileges we have enjoyed under our de-
mocracy, at least during the course of the war, and possibly
for a long time afterward.

This is what the War Department, according fto Mr.
Cherne, has to say about labor in war times:

In time of war the manpower of the Nation has two distinct
functions—to provide men for the armed forces and to provide
men for the maintenance of those armed forces. The war labor
administration must supervise this problem and provide machinery
for the equitable and voluntary distribution of labor, skilled and
unskilled, male and female, to industry and agriculture during the
war, and to further to the utmost the war efforts without causing
unnecessary destruction to normal industrial efforts.

Mr. President, here are some of the labor difficulties to be
solved by “an advisory council” which will be appointed to
assist the war labor board, according to Mr. Cherne. He
says:

An advisory council will be appointed to consider the following
principal labor problems to make sure that they are accomplished:

(1) Measures to prevent grievances of employers or employees,
whether actual or imaginary, from interfering with war production.

{2) The effect of organization of employers into trade associa-
tions—

Which, of course, means the emasculation of the antitrust
laws—
and of the right of collective ng
tions on industry's ability to meet the
of the armed forces.

(3) Standards of wages, hours of labor, and working conditions.

Everything that labor has fought and contended for in
this country since the foundation of the Republic shall be
placed into the hands of this advisory council.

(4) Equality of pay for identical work.
(5) Necessity for the modification of the statutory workday—

A statutory workday, which has been a matter of struggle
on the part of labor in this country ever since I can re-
member—
with due regard for the national necessity and the welfare of labor.

(6) Maintenance of maximum production in all war work and
the suspension for the period of the actual emergency and a rea-
sonable adjustment thereafter of restrictive regulations not hav-
ing the force of law which unreasonably limit production. (Ad-
Justing Your Business to War, p. 142.)

Note that this advisory board can only advise on points
3, 5, and 6.

This means that the key protection of labor’s present
rights depend, in the last analysis on a war labor admin-
istration. This board or the administrator can dictate:

(1) Standards of wages, hours of labor, and working conditions.
(No. 8, p. 142)

(2) * * * the modification of the statutory workday with
due regard for the national necessity and the welfare of labor.
(No. 5, p. 142.)

(3) * * * ga reasonable adjustment * * *
regulations. * * * (No. 6, p. 142)

‘What could be more complete than that? What and
where is the difference between this sort of a program and
totalitarianism’s control over labor?

Let us look into some of these labor provisions and see
just what will happen to labor.

In the first place, the war labor administration will be
dominated by industrialists. The employee point of view will
have little chance for expression. Labor is to be used only
as a means to an end.

I do not find that Mr. Cherne says who will make up the
personnel of the war labor administration. But the 1933
edition of the plan, on which the 1939 version described by
Mr. Cherne is based, indicates what may be expected. On
this question the Munitions Committee, in a report presented
by me, said of the earlier plan:

The administrator of war labor should be -an outstanding indus-
trial leader. He is to be assisted by a deputy nominated by him-
self who presumably would also be an industrialist. He will be
assisted in the control of labor by the labor division of the war

industries administration. This body is composed primarily of
men chosen by the industrialists heading the general control

between such organiza-
material requirements

of restrictive
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agencies or the military departments. There is no provision for a
single direct representative of labor, either organized or unorgan=
ized, on it.

This agency is to deal with some of the most important differences
of interest of modern times and is to have powers vitally affecting
the well-being of milllons of working people. Yet, as planned,
it is completely dominated by one party in the case—the employer
side. It is not planned to offset this by representation of the
labor side in positions of authority or even to include neutral
individuals representing the public. Such an organization may be
very antagonistic to aims with which labor is concerned. For ex-
ample, of the five representatives of employers on the National War
Labor Board of the World War only one had ever dealt with labor
unions in his business.

The only representation for labor provided in the plan is in
connection with an advisory council for the labor administrator.
This is to be composed of five representatives for industry and
the same number for labor. Final authority rests with the “promi-
nent industrialist,” who is to be the administrator, rather than
with the advisory board. And there is a strong possibility that
whatever influence the board may have will be nullified. The
matters with which it will be concerned, such as collective bargain-
ing, labor disputes, wage rates and hours, are extremely contro-
versial. Experience under the N. R. A. shows that settlement of
such problems may in some cases require a year. In war such delay
would be impossible. So if the advisory board should deadlock
the administrator would have to settle such issues himself (Senate
Munitions Report, No. 944, pt. 4, pp. 47-48).

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CHANDLER in the chair).
The clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Danaher Johnson, Colo. Reynolds
Andrews Davis King Russell
Austin Donahey La Follette Schwartz
Balley Downey Lee Schwellenbach
Bankhead Ellender Lucas Sheppard
Barbour Frazler Lundeen Shipstead
Barkley George MecCarran Slattery

Bilbo Gerry McKellar Smith

Borah Gibson McNary Stewart
Bridges Glllette Maloney Taft

Brown Green Mead Thomas, Okla,
Bulow Guffey Miller Thomas, Utah
Burke Gurney Minton Tobey

Byrd Hale Murray Townsend
Byrnes Harrison Neely Tydings
Capper Hatch Norrls Vandenberg
Caraway Hayden Nye Van Nuys
Chandler Herring O'Mahoney ‘Wagner
Chavez Hill Overton Walsh

Clark, Idaho Holt Pepper White

Clark, Mo, Hughes Pittman Wiley
Connally Johnson, Calif. Radcliffe

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-seven Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, the 1939 plan, like
the 1933 edition, invokes the work-or-fight principle used in
the final months of the World War. Of this drastic principle
the Munitions Committee report says:

The wartime authorities can largely determine where men whose
draft has been deferred are to work. Mr. Baruch has described the
work-or-fight order as saying to these men:

“No matter what the grounds for your deferment may be, unless
you are faithfully, continuously, and usefully employed in a ca-
pacity and for an enterprise determined by the Government to be
essential to the prosecution of the war, your deferment will be
ca.;me:led and you will immediately be called for service with the
colors.”

He has said that the Government—

“Can go much further. It can say that if a man be called and
found unfit for military service but fit for other work in the essen-
tial lists (of industries), he must so employ himself or be cut off
from rations, transportation, fuel, and supplies.”

He favors the use of this principle in the next war and states
that it “is capable of immense expansion.”

The committee believes that if the work-or-fight principle is
authorized by law, along with a draft act such as the War Depart-
ment contemplates, then this country will have for all practical
purposes a draft of labor., The military and industrial authorities
are interested in two things in connection with labor—an adequate
supply of workers in the jobs where they are needed and continuity
of employment with no stoppage of work. Under the above set-up
they can achieve these aims. They cannot perhaps order every
individual to work at a particular job picked out for him specifically
but they can order him not to work in certain industries and they
can specify certain industries in which available men must be
employed if they want to stay out of the Army. If they refuse to
allow men to remain idle at all, as they would have a right to do,
then workers would have to accept the particular jobs indicated to
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them by the Government, since even In war it requires some time
for a man who has just lost one job to find another without assist-
ance. Furthermore, the Government authorities could break any
strike simply by canceling the deferments of the strike leaders and
as many of their men as necessary and drafting them into the

y-

Mr. Baruch has said that the work-or-fight plan is even mare

effective than the draft of labor in achieving the aims of war control
of labor.

“The draft of men for industrial employment is not only impos-

i slble; it is wholly unnecessary. The work-or-fight method is a
' better way. It is compatible with our institutions and far more
effective than any chain gang or impressment that could be
invented.

“There is no doubt that in any future emergency there must be
just such a control of human effort as has here been suggested.
The productive effort of war must be very much greater than the
productive effort of peace, and it must be made at a time when the
very cream of the country’s physical manpower is being withdrawn
by millions from productive effort. Such vast demands can be met
only if everybody goes to work.” (Senate Munitions Report, No.
944, pt. 4, pp. 48-49.)

Labor’s right to strike and the growth of union organiza-
tion may be dealt a death blow under the plan. This is
what the Munitions Committee report says on that point:

The necessity for increased production may bring the Govern-
ment into conflict with organized labor. The industrial-mobiliza-
tion plan provides that the War Labor Administration shall con-
sider the question of:

“Maintenance of maximum production in all war work and
the suspension for period of the actual emergency and a reason-
able adjustment thereafter of all restrictive regulations not having
the force of law which unreasonably limit production.”

This might include the abrogation of union contracts pertain-
ing to wages, hours, and conditions of work. In an effort to hurry
production the War Department undertoock in the last war to
allow contractors for cantonments to hire nonunion labor. This
stand was modifled following a protest from the American Fed-
eration of Labor.

Labor organization by itself does not guarantee the worker his
rights in a wartime situation. Much depends on what use is
made of the organization. In war, labor unions may not be as
militant in seeking to gain their ends as they are in peace. Labor
leaders are particularly subject to the patriotic pressure of war-
time. BSamuel Gompers, president of the American Federation of
Labor during the World War, in the spring of 1917, called a
conference of both labor and industrial leaders which reached
an agreement that “neither employers nor employees shall en-
deavor to take advantage of the country’s necessities to change
existing standards.”

As a result the Washington labor leaders ceased to push organ-
izing campaigns as vigorously as they might otherwise have done,
according to some who also hold that if it had not been for
the activities of the rank and file, the situation in the indus-
trial relations might have been frozen and labor would have gained
much less from the war. The officers of the federation “put
aside their roles of organizers and strike leaders to become con-
ciliators and medlators.”

This question of patriotic pressure has an important bearing on
the use of labor's most fundamental means of gaining its de-
mand—the strike. A strike by labor cannot be secret like those
strikes by industry discussed above. It will be open and subject
to public scrutiny. This fact is bound to reduce the readiness of
labor leaders to resort to strikes in war.

Even if labor does feel it necessary to resort to strikes, there is
no guaranty that it will be free to do so. In Great Britain the
right to strike was abridged by law. In this country one of the
principles adopted by the Labor Conference Board was that there
should be no strikes or lock-outs during the war. The War Depart-
ment has said that problems “that arise from differences between
employers and employees * * * can be minimized by foreseeing
.and wherever possible forestalling such disputes * * *"

If a strike should break out, ways of dealing with it are avail-
able to the Government authorities. It has been pointed out
that the deferment system of the General Draft Act, elther with
or without a work-or-fight bill, constitutes a tremendously effec-
ive strikebreaking weapon. It is also possible for the military
authorities to take soldiers in uniform, order them to work for
private employers, and break a strike in this fashion.

According to the minority report of the Graham committee, sol-
diers were set to work in this manner in the lumber mills of the
Pacific Northwest during the last war with the knowledge of Mr.
Gompers and the Secretary of War. Mr. Howard Coffin testified re-
gardmgcthis incident before the War Policies Commission as follows:

“Mr, COLLINS.—

That is Representative CoLrins, of Mississippi—

“Mr, CoLLivs. Now, you spoke about labor. What do you think
about the Covernment drafting about twice as many men as it
needs and then taking those that it does not need for strictly
fighting purposes and using them as labor?

“Mr. CorFIN. Entirely impractical, except In some specialized in-
stances, as, for instance, our timber situation in the Northwest.
That was a situation that, late in 1917, had to be met in just that
way, and it probably was the wisest way to meet it.”
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The attitude of military men may be hostile to strikes even in
peace. According to testimony before the committee, a Captain
Williams, of the Navy, was sent up to Camden in connection with
the strike then in progress at the plant of the New York Shipbuild-
ing Corporation. He was reported to have “intimated very strongly”
to labor officials that unless the strikers returned to work upon the
company’s terms the Navy would remove an unfinished cruiser from
the yards (Senate Munitions Report, No. 9844, pt. 4, pp. 51-563).

Mr. President, on the all-important question of wages, labor
is sure to come out on the bottom. It is certain that in war-
time, in spite of any price-fixing controls now contemplated,
living costs will go up. But will wages be permitted to keep
pace with increasing living costs? It is hardly likely, and on
this score, as on many others, labor will be left holding
the bag.

Listen to what the Munitions Committee report says of
wage control:

The industrial mobilization plan clearly contemplates control
over wages in the next war. Among the points to be considered by
the War Labor Administration are standards of wages, hours of
labor, and working conditions. The actual control over wages is
delegated to the price-control committee. Mr. Baruch has specifi-
cally recommended the fixing of all wages. A determined effort to
keep wages down is possible in the next war. If the methods of
preventing labor from protecting its rights described above are
employed, it may be successful. The committee has pointed out
that any effort to prevent a wartime rise in prices and profits is
unlikely to be effective. If wages should be stabilized and there
should be a wartime increase in the cost of living the position of
labar) would become intolerable (Munitions Report, No. 944, pt. 4,
p. 53). 3

The selective service provides another opening for laying
restrictions on labor’s shoulders. The Munitions Committee
report describes how the draft can be used to exert complete
control over labor’s activities, I again quote from the
report:

The Honorable David Lloyd George, wartime premier of Great
Britain, has stated that there was no need for special legislation to
control British labor after general conscription was put into
effect. In this country, as has been pointed out, there will be
considerable flexibility as to who is drafted and who is deferred
under the War Department’s selective-service law. The decisions
on this point are entirely in the hands of the draft authorities.
“With 5,000 local boards engaged in selecting fighting men, mistakes
are to be expected.”

It will be quite possible for these draft boards to use their power
of canceling deferments for the purpose of regulating the activ-
ities of workers in the same manner as under a work-or-fight bill,
the only difference being that the real reasons for the cancella-
tions will not be officially recognized. Especially will this be true
if the personnel of the draft boards is like that of the other war
agencies in being composed mainly of men sympathetic to the
em;g(l)o)yer's point of view. (Senate Munitions Report, No, 944, pt. 4,
P. i

So far as the matter of draft is concerned, I should like
to remark at this point that during my temporary absence
from the floor the other day the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Lucas] saw fit to question the statement which I had made
as to the intention of the mobilization plan with regard to
the draft of boys 18 years of age and up. He questioned my
authority in that matter.

Mr, President, for many years I held the same position in
the Missouri National Guard as the Senator from Illinois
now occupies in the Illinois National Guard. I am as fa-
miliar as he is with the mechanics of draft regulations.

I also, Mr. President, came into possession during the
Munitions Committee investigation of a bill already on file
in the War Department for the drafting of man power in
the event of war. As I stated in the beginning of my re-
marks, I introduced that bill, stating at the time that I was
not in favor of it; had it referred to the Munitions Com-
mittee, and reported it adversely.

So I was informed as to precisely what the intentions of
the War Department were, and there was no question as to
the age to be included in the draft. The bill to which I re-
ferred was Senate bill 1721, Seventy-fourth Congress, first
session, introduced by me on February 6, 1935, referred to the
Munitions Committee, and shortly thereafter adversely re-
ported by me from that committee.

Section 2 of that bill provides:

That every male person, except as hereinafter provided in this
section, who shall have reached the eighteenth anniversary of the
date of his birth on or before the day or days fixed for registration,
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shall be subject to registration in accordance with regulations to be
prescribed by the President; and upon proclamation by the Presi-
dent, or other public notice given by him, or by his direction, stating
the age groups of those to be registered, * * * it shall be the
duty of all such persons * * * to present themselves for and
submit to registration under the provisions of this act.

It does not lie in the mouth of the Senator from Iilinois 61'
anyone else to dispute what the purpose of the War Depart-
ment is in that matter, because it has been given out publicly
from time to time. It is included in the 1933 industrial
mobilization plan, and it is included, not quite so explicitly,
in the 1939 plan. There can be no question on earth as to the
intention of the War Department to draft or register for the
draft boys of the age of 18 or from 18 up and to take them
as their class may be called. Of course, it is perfectly true
that they would constitute the second class to be called, but,
nevertheless, a boy who is 16 years old now or a boy who is 17
years old now, if the United States should not get into war
for another year or two, would undoubtedly be in the second
class of the draft in accordance with the War Department’s
plan.

Most Americans think of national defense in the terms of
defending the United States, or at least of defending the
United States plus Hawaii, the Canal Zone, and the Carib-
bean Sea, or, at most, the Western Hemisphere. What sort
of an army would be needed for any of these defensive areas?
Certainly any one of the three possible defense areas would
not necessitate operations of the magnitude of those under-
taken in the last war when we raised 4,000,000 men. Yet we
find, according to Mr. Cherne—and I quote from his book
again:

The War Department’s protective mobilization plan, a plan
which outlines the manpower needs and the distribution of those
needs after M day, initially contemplates mobilizing only the
Regular Army and National Guard, But the plan does set up a
procurement objective for the first 4 months of 1,200,000 men.
The manpower needs are broken down to 300,000 the first month,
200,000 the second, 300,000 the third month, and 400,000 the
fourth. The Army's problem is not only one of getting a lot of
men but getting them quickly after mobilization starts. If the
war is one of great magnitude, there is the additional problem of
procuring men for subsequent mobilization in monthly totals
of from 200,000 to 400,000, until the maximum possible forces have
been raised.

The armed forces today have complete plans for reenacting a
Selective Service Enabling Act in time of emergency. But even
with these plans, an estimated 60 days will elapse between the
declaration of war and the time that actual recruits will be avail-
able as a result of draft. The problem of voluntary enlistment
ocecurs during those first 60 days.

It is estimated that approximately 500,000 volunteers will be
needed during the 2 months after M day. This estimate is made
despite the fact that the United States has never succeeded in
obtaining volunteers in any such numbers. The record during the
World War shows that in April 1917, 86,000 were secured, in May,
119,000, and in June, 95,000. Thus in 8 months of voluntary en-
listment during the World War the military got slightly more than
the present objective for 2 months (p. 194).

An army of 1,200,000 men, set up in 4 months, plus pos-
sible “subsequent mobilization in monthly totals of from
200,000 to 400,000, until the maximum possible forces have
been raised,” indicates that something more than mere defen-
sive arrangements are contemplated. I do not know of any
recognized military authority out of the armed services who
has stated that a force of this size is needed for defense.

What is this army for? Where is it going to be used?
That is something the American people have a right to know,

Yet this is what is contemplated by the industrial mobili-
zation plan. Where will this octopus next fasten its grip?

And beyond the voluntary enlistment program we have
the draff, to catch every section of our manpower. If the
people do not come in of their own volition and enlist, they
will be hauled in by the draft act.

Just what does the draft mean to the human beings who
are spoken of so glibly in this plan that is to be clamped
down on the country as inexorably as night falls, on M day,
the day of mobilization? Readers’ Digest for August 1939,
in a condensed version of the article by Cabell Phillips and
J. D. Rateliff, published originally in the August American
Legion magazine, describes the situation in which Henry
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Putty, a fictitious Oklahoma City garage mechanic who has
just read the glaring newspaper headlines announcing the
war declaration, finds himself; '

When Henry Putty, Oklahoma City garage mechanie, for in-
stance, reads the electrifying headlines in his evening paper on
the fateful day, he may tell himself that he had seen it coming.
But until that moment war had probably seemed to him only a
distant threat, and his own involvement even more remote. He
reads the Fresident’s speech before the joint session of Congress.
But the significance of another news item escapes him., Immedi=
ately after voting to go to war, Congress unanimously passed the
Belective Service Act,

It would be annoying to Henry if he knew how completely that
act has planned his life for him. But of course he doesn't. He
has never had access to that 32-page mimeographed document,
the selective-service law; mnor to the thousand and one other
details of the plan that affect him. Let's accept Henry as 25,
unmarried, living with self-supporting parents—the representative
of 10,000,000 American men—and see what happens to him.

The morning after declaration of war Henry reads that the
President will speak over the largest radio hook-up ever put fo-
gether, instructing everybody between the ages of 21 and 30 to
report to his regular voting place to register for military service.
The registration date is set for the next week.

During this intervening period there is an enormous blast of
publicity. Posters go up: “Patriots will register—others must.”
Henry, knowing little about the mechanics of lithography, won't
pause to wonder how these posters were produced with such
magic speed. Nor will he notice the pattern that runs through all
the newspaper feature stories. They are written in a highly
patriotic vein, but each carries a threatening undertone, suggest-
ing that serious things will happen to anyone who refuses to
register. Henry dutifully reports on registration day.

Ahead of him in line is an uncombed individual with fierce black
eyes, who begins to harangue those in charge about constitutional
rights and the evils of war. He is stopped almost before he has
started. The man behind the table starts reading from the regu-
lations:

“If the prospective registrant is sullen or inclined to falsify, his
attention should be called to the penal provision of the law, * * *
If he is still refractory, the case is reported to the necessary police
authority, * * * The registration must not be obstructed.”

There are several policemen standing by. The registration
proceeds.

Henry signs his card and is given a second card—for purposes of
identification. He must be able to produce it at any time he is
called on to do so0. It carries the number 800, which means he was
the B00th man to register in his district. From the moment he
puts his signature on that card, he is subject to military law—all
this, understand, by the time the war is 8 days old. :

On this same day 12,000,000 other men have filled out cream-
colored cards precisely like the ones Henry signed. The all-inclusive
ritual extends even to jails and insane asylums. Four days later,
the lottery is announced. The newspapers say that the President
will draw the first number capsule determining the order in which
men will go into the army, and they urge every one to listen to the
broadcast. If the President draws number 346, that means every
man with this number on his registration card should prepare to
leave at once. At his radio Henry hears various numbers announced.
And finally 800 is called, moving him a few more feet toward the
front.

Five days later, Henry receives a long questionnaire which he is
directed to fill out. The questions puzzle him. Does he have a
wife? Is she self-supporting? What crops does he raise? Did he
file an income tax last year, and does he own his own home?
Henry fails to wonder how these questionnaires were ready so
quickly. He has had no way of knowing that months were spent
on devising questions which would extract a maximum amount of
information and that master copies of the resulting questionnaire
were kept in every State capitol ready to go to the printer when
M Day arrived.

Two days after mailing his questionnaire back to the local Selec-
tive Service Board which has miraculously sprung up, Henry is in-
formed that he is in Class I and should report to a designated doctor
for physical examination immediately. Class I indicates that there
is no reason why he should not be inducted into the military service,
Class IT would signify that he was engaged in some necessary work—
like making shells or running a wheat combine. Class ITI would
mean that he had a family dependent on him, and Class IV that he
had a glass eye or a cork leg.

Henry passes his medical examination, and 9 days later is ordered
to report to camp—along with some 300,000 other young Americans.
A scant 80 days after the declaration of war, Henry Putty, garage
mechanic, has become Private Henry Putty. He can never get it
quite straight how these things happened to him so rapidly. The
answer, of course, lies in the fact that all preparations had been
made in advance.

Mr. Cherne in his book refers to a humorous illustration
of what a draft act includes. He quotes the draft act of
Abyssinia as cited by Major Hershey, as follows:

Every one will now be mobilized, and all boys old encugh to
carry a spear will be sent to Addis Ababa.
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Married men will take their wives to carry food and cook. Those
without wives will take any women without husbands.

Women with small babies need not go. The blind, those who
cannot walk or for any reason cannot carry a spear, are exempt.

And finally, terse but effective:

Anyone found at home after receipt of this order will be
hanged.

Now, I would not want to compare the industrial-mobiliza-
tion plan to the Abyssinian draft act; but there is, to be
frank, a similarity in the extent of their coverage of man-
power resources. All but the lame, the halt, and the blind
are covered by the industrial-mobilization plan; and those
groups will be told how they shall live, too.

Women are not to escape, if we are to believe Mr. Cherne’s
story—a story apparently approved by the Assistant Secre-
tary of War—for he says:

Briefly surveying the Nation's manpower and determining the
part which can be set aside for exclusive use of civil enterprise,
there are some 41,000,000 men between the ages of 16 and 64. In
addition, there are millions of women who can be used for war
or essential nonwar work. In the group exclusively available for
civil enterprises, the Army tabulates the following: Twenty million
women; 13,000,000 men, 45 to 64; 2,000,000 men, 16 to 18; and
initially 13,000,00 men, 31 to 45.

A total of 48,000,000.

Do the American people know what is in store for them?
Do they know that men and women—every one—will be at
the command of this octopus? That is the way in which we
are going to save democracy! That is the way in which we
are going halfway around the world to fight, to save demo-
cratic institutions in this country. In other words, we will
save them even at the cost of giving them up.

But there are those who say that this plan will keep down
profits and equalize the burdens of war. This is pure bunk.
Look at our past experiences, and see how much truth there
is to such a statement.

WILL PRICE FIXING KEEFP DOWN PROFITS?

What about price fixing in wartime? Does it not prevent
undue profits?

Let me recite some of our past experiences in this regard.
I quote from the report of the Munitions Committee, part 4:

On August 8, 1917, the War Industries Board offered the copper
producers a tentative price of 2214 cents per pound for copper.
This was refused, although the “copper emergency required im-
mediate action necessary to secure a supply for our Government
and our Allies.”

The matter hung fire until in September the Federal Trade Com=-
mission reported that 897 percent of the production was costing the
companies less than 20 cents per pound. The average cost was
13.6 cents, and important companies were producing for 7 and 8
cents. Under these circumstances the price of 22 cents per pound,
which the Board then suggested, was liberal, to say the least. Again
the producers refused, holding out for a 25-cent price. Mr, Ryan,
of the Anaconda Copper Co., a spokesman for the industry, stated
that if the price was fixed at 22 cents, “it would be impossible to
obtain the voluntary cooperation of the majority of mine owners,”
On September 21, a month and a half after the Government's first
offer, the price was fixed at 2314 cents, which represented a splitting
of the difference between the opposing views.

Even before war was formally declared, negotiations leading
toward price fixing were begun with the steel industry. One Gov-
ernment official told Judge E. H. Gary, who represented the steel
producers, that he thought the price for steel plates should be $2.90.
Judge Gary offered a price of $3.50 in a letter to Secretary of the
Navy Daniels, which the latter declined on the ground that the
highest price heretofore pald by the Government was $2.90, Mr.
Baruch has stated that “almost immediately after the declaration of
war” he got in touch with the steel people and found them insisting
upon a price of 414 cents a pound for ship plates. He "urged them
not to insist upon that price because it was too high and unfair
in the circumstances,” but they were adamant, By June this
obstinacy was “handicapping the work"” of Government procure-
ment very seriously because “the steel companies will not accept
an order without a price.” It was stated in the minutes of the
General Munitions Board that “practically everything is held up
because of the unsettled condition * * * and * * * the
delay was seriously hampering the preparations for war.” As late
as August 6, Mr. Scott, Chairman of the Board, stated that he
“did not believe Bethlehem [Steel Co.] would agree to accept only
Army forgings at the prices agreed upon.” Prices were finally fixed
on September 24, 1917, at levels which permitted large profits even
to so-called low-cost producers. As Judge Gary summarized the
attitude of the industry, “manufacturers must have reasonable
profits in order to do their duty.”
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I desire to read that statement again for the REecorp.
Judge Gary said that—
= Manufacturers must have reasonable profits in order to do their

uty.

Judge Gary was not concerned with the Americans who
were called on to do their duty by getting stuck with a
bayonet, or hit with a piece of high-explosive shell, for a
dollar and a quarter a day on foreign fields.

When asked by the chairman if there were more instances of
this sort during the war, Mr. Baruch testified, “Yes, sir.” (Muni-
tions Report, No. 4, p. 37.) :

Of course, there is no real control over business profits
during wartime if the businessman wants to hold out for his
price. The war must be won. Profit controls take second
place.

Let me quote another section from the same report.

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. DOWNEY. The discussion of the able Senator from
Missouri appeals particularly to me, because my mind oper-
ates along economic channels, but I should like to make this
comment to the very able Senator:

This discussion so far has proceeded upon the assumption
that with proper and legitimate action we might be able to
keep down prices, and keep wages parallel to prices as they
had been, but I should like to point out this fact:

Our military men are now envisioning an army of about
5,000,000 men for some indefinite venture. If we should put
5,000,000 men into the field, it would cost approximately
$2,000,000,000 a month, or $24,000,000,000 a year to provide
the war materials for them to blow away and to support
them. Now, assuming that with that many million men in
actual service the production of our wealth was about
$75,000,000,000 and, assuming that $24,000,000,000 of that, or,
say, $25,000,000,000 was in war materials, which would be
blown away and not consumed by anybody, we then would
have given out $75,000,000,000 worth of purchasing power to
produce $75,000,000,000 of wealth, but $25,000,000,000 of that
would not be consumed for humankind, but would be blown
away, which would mean that there would be only $50,000,000-
000 of consumable wealth to allocate against $75,000,000,000
of purchasing power.

That would mean, if there were the most advantageous
price-fixing scheme possible in effect, that the $50,000,000,000
worth of consumable goods would have to prorate with the
$75,000,000,000 of purchasing power, because twenty-five bil-
lion would have been blown away, and would not be available
for the workers to consume.

I wanted to make this point to the very able Senator from
Missouri, even assuming the most rightecus and highly intel-
ligent price-fixing plan under some regimenting dictatorship,
which would virtually make us all serfs, assuming that, be-
cause of the fact that one-third of the wealth produced would
be blown away, of course, there would necessarily be a tre-
mendous increase in the price of the remaining wealth.

Then, with seventy-five billions of purchasing power to
allocate against fifty billion of consumable goods, we are
thrown into what is called a seller’s market, the profiteers
about whom the Senator is reading come into the picture,
and instead of having a 50-percent increase in price, there
would be 100-percent increase or 150-percent increase.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I thank the Senator from Cali-
fornia. I do not have the slightest doubt in the world as to
the entire accuracy of his prognostications on that subject,
because it is inevitable from the circumstances of the case
that there will be a seller’s market. I think that when the
World War was over, many of the industrialists of that time,
even in spite of the enormous profits they made, were
astounded at their own moderation, as some of them indi-
cated before committees of which I have been a member.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Missouri
yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I yield.
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Mr., DAVIS. Would it not also naturally follow that
wages would go up, prices would rise, and there would be
the vicious circle again? And even the Budget would have to
be increased.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do not think there is the
slightest question in the world, so far as the last war demon-
strated—and I dare say the same situation will develop in
the next war—that while the dollar return of labor rose, in
view of the tremendous increase in the cost of everything
the laborer had to eat and wear and everything he needed
. to sustain him, actually wages did not increase during the
war, and actually wages will not increase in any war, in spite
of the fact, based on the number of dollars, some of the
laborers might receive a very high wage during the war,
certainly much higher than the men in the Army receive.
But the laborers had to support themselves, and the men in
the Army did not. As the Senator from Pennsylvania has
said, it is simply the start of the vicious circle again.

I wish to quote a little further from the report of the Muni-
tions Committee:

These strikes by industry were an important feature of the last
war. But the evidence reveals only occasional instances because,
in general, industry got what it wanted without having to resort to
any such drastic tactics. There was no occasion for it to strike.
If the wartime controls should ever begin to bite rather deeply into
profits, the use of this weapon would undoubtedly increase.

Apparently the Government could deal with these strikes by using
its war power to commandeer. Actually commandeering is not an
effective method of compelling industry to come to terms. Indus-
try need not fear it because the courts have so interpreted the fifth
amendment to the Constitution that commandeered companies are
sure to be just as well off as if they had been let alone. In L. Vogel-
stein v. U. §., the Supreme Court ruled that the company should
be paid for its requisitioned copper stock at the liberal price fixed
by the War Industries Board. In some cases a cOompany may even
find it an advantage to be commandeered. The court, in U. 8. v.
New River Collieries, permitted the use of export prices rather than
domestic contract prices which were lower.

Even if commandeering could carry an effective penalty, the
administrative obstacles in the way of its application on a large
gcale reduce its effectiveness as a means of compelling cooperation.
Mr. Baruch stated before the War Policies Commission that he
could not recall a single case of an important industrial concern
being taken over by the Government, because the personnel was not
available and *“the mere process of change would destroy efficiency
at the outset.” The War Industries Board talked of commandeering
the steel industry. Yet Mr. Baruch testified he did not know how
commandeering would have been put into execution if the Board
had tried to make good on this threat. Industry was aware of how
highly improbable it was that the Government could get the per-
sonnel and create the organization necessary to operate a large num-
ber of plants all at a time when it was imperative to prevent a break
in production. When the Board was talking of commandeering the
copper industry, they were bluntly told by its representative, Mr.
Ryan, that “it would be impossible to commandeer all of the small
high-cost mines as there are such a great number.”

Then we come to the case of the efforts of the Government
to establish a powder manufacturing plant in Tennessee dur-
ing one of the most critical times of the war. I guote again
from the report of the Munitions Committee:

The War Department recognizes that the difficulties of com-
mandeering are insuperable. It intends to “depend for enforce-
ment upon the popular morale and collective patriotism.”

When the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] asked
Colonel Harris, now General Harris, of the Ordnance Depart-
ment, what the war plans provided as a means of dealing
with a strike like that of the Du Pont Co., in connection with
the Old Hickory powder plant during the war, Colonel Harris
said:

As a matter of fact, whether we are right or wrong, we are count-
ing on the cooperation of industry in our plans. Personally, I do
not think we can fight a war unless we can depend on industry to
meet us in fair agreements.

It has been shown that the Government cannot necessarily get

a fair deal from industry by depending upon voluntary cooperation.

Yet it has no other alternative (Munitions Report 4, pp. 38-39).
Industry holds the whip hand, and industry makes the
most of it by refusing to supply what the Government needs
unless industry’s price is met. If the Government objects to
& price set by industry, industry may go on quiet strike, as in
the last war. Here is an illustration of how a strike by
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industry works. I again quote from the Munitions Committee
Report, pages 35-36:

During the World War industry struck in connection with Gov=
ernment procurement.

The War Department became convinced that there was desperate
need for vast additional powder-manufacturing capacity in the
fall of 1917. The Du Pont Co. by its own admission controlled
“about 90 percent of the smrokeless powder producing capacity of
the United States.” It had constructed the large plants from
which the Allied Governments had been supplied during the period
of our neutrality.

Incidentally, it made enough profits out of that manufac-
ture to buy control of one of the largest industries in the
United States, namely, the General Motors Corporation.

I quote further from the report:

So it had practically a monopoly of the construction and oper=
ating experience necessary for the contemplated plant. Naturally
the Government turned to this company for assistance. It could
not do otherwise. Yet for 3 months the building of this powder
factory was delayed because the Du Pont Co. would not accept the
liberal contract terms offered it. When asked about the critical
character for the prosecution of the war for the period when this
delay occurred, Liesutenant Colonel Harris testified:

“It is hard to say which was the most critical time of the war,
but that was a very critical time.”

The Government offered to pay “every dollar of expense,” to ad-
vance $1,000,000 on account of profit, and to pay additional profit
as determined by arbitration. This was rejected by the company’'s
board of directors upon the recommendation of Mr. Pierre du
Pont. He wrote that, “* * * we cannot assent to allowing our
own patriotism to interfere with our duties as trustees” for the
stockholders. At the time, he was one of the 10 largest holders of
the company’s common stock.

The Government threatened to build the plant itself, but it had
no real alternative to accepting the terms of the du Ponts. A man
was appointed to undertake the work who apparently had no prior
experience in powder manufacture. The Du Pont Co. refused to
cooperate in assisting the Government effort. Finally a contract
was signed under which the Du Pont Engineering Co., a wholly
owned subsidiary of the Du Pont Co., built the Old Hickory Pow-
der Factory without risk to itself and made a profit on operation
of the plant amounting to $1,961,560. If the war had continued
the profit per year would have been about $15,000,000.

In November 1917 the Ordnance Department wished to place an
order for powder to be manufactured in a certain plant of the
Aetna Explosives Co. According to the minutes of the War Indus-
tries Board, the company “refused to operate this plant unless they
received an order at over 64 cents per pound which was 15 cents
higher than the price being paid the Du Pont Co.”” The Board ap-
proved a contract for powder with the Hercules Powder Co., at what
it considered “a high price” for the reason that “it was either
necessary to pay the 70 cents per pound or go without this powder”
(Senate Munitions Report No. 944, part 4, pp. 35-38).

Note that in 1937, when Senate bill 25, a measure sup-
posedly aimed at the prevention of profiteering in time of
war, was before the Senate Military Affairs Committee, the
War Department sent a representative to the Capitol to sup-
port the bill. This bill, Senate bill 25, Seventy-fifth Congress,
first session, contained the essential powers needed by the
War and Navy Departments to put the mobilization plan into
operation in time of war. The two Departments were in gen-
eral support of the measure.

In a letter to the Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD], dated
March 10, 1937, and inserted in the report on the bill, page
14, Secretary Woodring said: I

The bill as a whole is favorably considered by the War Depart-
ment,.

Secretary of the Navy Swanson, in a letter to the Senator
from Texas, dated March 11, 1937, said:

This bill, if enacted into law, would go far toward strengthening
the hand of the President in any national emergency, and greatly
assist in the orderly mobilization of the industrial forces of the
country in the support of the armed services, insure that the inter-
ests of the civilian population are properly taken care of, and make
the transition from peace to war and back again far easler, avoid-
ing many of the tragic economic and social consequences of the
last war (p. 17, 8. Rept. on 8. 25, 75th Cong., 1st sess.).

This bill represented the views of the two Departments.
Let me read from the minority report on the bill which the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Lunpeen] and the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr, NyYE] submitted on May 6, 1937:

Is capital called upon to sacrifice sufficlently to warrant calling
upon labor to sacrifice so greatly as is proposed in this bill?
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All statutes standing in the way of wartime procurement are
to go. 1 take it this may mean the National Labor Relations
Board Act and State minimum wage and hours laws.

Mr. President, I may say in connection with what the
Senator from Minnesota and the Senator from North Da-
kota said in the minority report, that it is clearly demon-
strated in the Cherne analysis of the War Department
mobilization plan that the various State and Federal laws
with regard to hours of labor and with regard to the con-
ditions of labor for women and children are to be wiped
out under the mobilization plan.

The minority report continues:

The War Department representative has told us frankly that
even the Comptroller General is to be regimented. Under a really
determined Executive, every labor union in the Nation could be
broken up, exactly as Hitler has done.

Even as the bill stands, without the addition suggested by
Mr. Baruch and the War Department for further language
specifically fixing wages, wages can and will be fixed under this
bill. The President is allowed to fix “compensation.” That cer=-
tainly means wages. The Walsh-Healey Act is specifically slated
to go, according to the War Department. Doubtless the Vinson
Act, attempting to hold down naval shipbuilding profits to 11
percent, will be another victim of the war.

Is capital called upon to sacrifice as much as labor under this
bill? There is no evidence of it. The -equivalent of depriving
labor of unions, of the right to collective bargaining, would be
to deprive capital of the right to a fair return for its services—
which is not remotely attempted in this bill Practically every
witness has pointed out that capital must have what it wants or
the successful conduct of the war will be slowed down and
Jjeopardized (Rept., S. 25, p. 24).

Again referring to the same report, let me read another
section:

This bill is a bad bargain for the boys who will, under it,
be sent abroad. They get no real assurance that profiteering is
abolished or that democracy is saved in the very country which
proposes, in this bill, to send an army overseas, supposedly again
to save the world for democracy.

It is a bad bargain for labor unionism. Unionism takes the risk
f death.

g Uﬁger certain types of Presidents this might even, although
barely conceivable, be a bad bargain for capital. At present, of
the three groups, capital stands to lose least (Rept. S. 25, p. 28).

That was in 1937. I cannot distinguish any real essential
difference between the industrial mobilization plan before
us then and that which is in the files of the War Depart-
ment for use today.

The same powers, the same gaps are apparently in the
present plan—the 1939 version—if we are to believe Mr.
Cherne’s book, which must have been read by the Assistant
Secretary before he wrote the foreword to the velume.

Mr. President, I might stand on the floor of the Senate the
remainder of the session attempting to analyze the industrial
mobilization plans of 1935, 1936, and 1939. It is possible to
make distinctions between the specific provisions of those
various industrial mobilization plans, but essentially they are
the same, with the same ugly lineaments designed to set up
a dictatorship in this country immediately we have gone into
war. I wish to repeat what I said in the beginning, that I
am not criticizing anyone for trying to bring about a dictator-
ship when we go into war, because admittedly and concededly
a dictatorship is much more efficacious and efficient for the
conduct of a war than is a democracy. But I am trying to
point out to the people of the United States what they are
heading into when they permit themselves to enter upon any
course which may result in our drifting into war. Now is the
time to stop it. Now would be a fine time to stop all inflam-
matory talk about the possibility of our being dragged into a
war. Now would be a splendid time to practice real neutrality.

Mr. President, I cannot refrain again from referring to
some of the things that have already gone on tending to show
an absolute lack of neutrality on the part of the Govern-
ment or of some of those in high position. I refer again to
the Executive order providing the emasculation of the merit
system throughout the whole civil service of the United
States, wherever it may be construed to apply to prepared-
ness or neutrality, which is a definition sufficiently large to
-apply to nearly every section of the whole civil service. I
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refer again to the Executive order of the President in which
he transferred the authority over the Panama Canal from the
Governor of the Panama Canal Zone to the commander of
troops in the Canal Zone, referring in his Executive order to
a section of the statute which only gives him authority to
make that change in the event of a state of war in which the
United States is engaged or when war is imminent.

I refer again to the various inflammatory remarks emanat-
ing from the War Department—officials of the War Depart-
ment going around interviewing draft boards, setting up
draft machinery, when at the present time we do not have
a quarrel of any serious nature with any nation in the world.

Mr. President, I refer to the action of the President on
yvesterday, being present at a service, having his picture
taken with the pastor who had been praying for the triumph
of the King of Great Britain over all of his antagonists.

I pray for a real neutrality. It does not make any differ-
ence where the sympathies of any individual may lie in this
controversy abroad. We all have sympathies, but I do say
that every step which is taken in an official capacity—every
step showing partiality on the part of the Government or
its high officials, brings us simply one step closer to war, and
I have taken the trouble to stand here on the floor today
and in a more or less tedious way to read some of the provi-
sions of this industrial mobilization plan to demonstrate
what we are heading into if ever we do let our sympathies
lead us into the war.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I read the article in the newspaper this
morning and I saw the picture of the President at Hyde
Park in connection with the incident yesterday when the
pastor of the church prayed, I suppose, from the Episcopal
prayer service.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. From the Canadian Episcopal
prayer book.

Mr. BARKLEY. From a Canadian Episcopal prayer
book, Probably he used it—I do not know about that—in
part of the service.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. So the article stated.

Mr. BARKLEY. Does the Senator really seriously think
there is any significance attached to an incident of that
sort, or that the President of the United States knew what
the pastor of that church was going to pray, or from what
book he was going to read?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I certainly do not want to im-
pose the duty on the President of the United States of
getting up and walking out of the church during the prayer.
But the news of it went out to the civilized world, and after
the incident, to have the President have his picture taken
with the pastor glancing at this prayer book which had
been presented by the King and Queen does not add any-
thing to our general reputation for impartiality and neu-
trality in that connection.

Mr. BARKLEY. Probably no more than pictures taken of
opposing Senators here after they have lambasted each
other on certain issues, and then have pictures taken show-
ing that after all, while they denounced each other on the
floor of the Senate, personally they had no objection to
having their pictures taken together.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I agree with what the Senator
has to say about that. However, I suggest to all concerned,
from the President down, that at a time like this, instead
of reading from the King of England’s prayer book, that
we should go down and look at the old prayer book that
reposes in the cellar of the oldest Protestant church in
the United States at Williamsburg, Va., in which was printed
in large type, “God save the King,” and the old pastor of
the church at the time of the Revolution struck that out,
and in place of it there is written in with a pen, “God save
the President of the United States.”

Mr. BARKLEY. I think it would be better if we did a
little praying ourselves on our own responsibility, and not
depend so much on prayers made by other people,
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I agree, and I shall be glad to
join with the Senator.

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall be glad to make a date with the
Senator now, because I think the Senator needs it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think the Senator needs it
more than I do.

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLAREK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. DOWNEY. I wish to say to the able Senator from
Missouri that I know I am personally in accord with him,
and I think most other Senators are. That another military
adventure in Asia or Europe would throw us into the clutches
of a dictatorship in which we might be involved for an
indefinite period. I ask the Senator from Missouri, because
of his wide knowledge of military affairs, is he of the opinion
that a purely defensive war by the United States against
any combination of powers that we might reasonably expect
to be brought against us would involve such an effort that
we would require this sort of a dictatorship?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, that is the point
I was trying to make. I am certainly very clear that a de-
fensive effort on the part of the United States on our own
ground, with our Navy based on Hawaii, in defense of our
own ground, would not require any such effort as outlined in
this plan against the whole world combined. I do not believe
that there is any nation or possible combination of nations
that could come over and successfully attack us on our own
ground, assuming that we reasonably maintain the Army
and the Navy and the air force of the United States.

I can say in that connection that we have been spending
a good deal more than any other nation in the world for
the purpose of maintaining this armed force, and if we do
not have the best Navy and the best Army in the world we
ought to have an investigation to find out what has been
bhappening to the bhillions of dollars that have been appro-

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I gladly yield.

Mr. DOWNEY. I take it, then, that the Senator from
Missouri is very much in agreement with the Chief Execu-
tive of the United States who, when he was Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy, stated that a conflict of any importance
hetween Japan and the United States was physically impos-
sible because of the 5,000 miles of water between them?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I do not think
there can be the slightest possibility of doubt about the
accuracy of President Roosevelt’s statement at that time. It
is universally agreed among naval experts—at least those
whose statements I have read—that successfully to conduct
naval warfare five or six thousand miles from home it is
necessary to have some bases and a preponderance of at
least 3 to 1.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will yield in just a moment.

We have no such preponderance over Japan. It is not
probable that in the immediate future, or even the remote
future, with the differences in cost of production here and
in Japan, we shall have a preponderance of 3 to 1 over
Japan. Therefore we should be starting a war at a very
great disadvantage if we should undertake to conduct a war
in the Orient. On the other hand, Japan certainly has
nothing even approximating equality, much less a prepon-
derance of 3 to 1 over us; and she would have to pass the
strongest naval base in the world at Pearl Harbor to get
over here against a very strong Navy on our part based in
the United States. The danger of Japan attacking the Pa-
cific coast or any other part of the United States is perhaps
the most ridiculous assumption that has been advanced in
many years. 5

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. LEE, Is it not true that the oceans have become
smaller since that statement was made? So far asIam con-
cerned, I should like to have the isolationists get out some
ocean stretchers and stretch the oceans. They are becom-
ing too small for comfort in the light of modern inventions,
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It is entirely true that transpor-
tation has been expedited and the time of travel shortened;
but no one has yet suggested any way in which a surface
fleet, a submarine fleet, or an air fleet of any power in the
world could come over in sufficient force to attack the
United States of America.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. We do not see any Germans landing in
England, and we do not see any English landing in Ger-
many. We are 3,000 miles from there. Is it likely that we
shall be attacked?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The question of the Senator
from New Mexico reminds me of one of the famous maxims
of Napoleon, possibly the greatest military genius the world
ever saw. Hitler may be thinking about it at the moment.
At one time some of Napoleon’s generals told him that they
were working on a scheme to try to land an army in England.
Napoleon said that so far as he was concerned he was not
interested; that he had figured out seven different schemes
for landing an army in England, but that he had never been
able to figure out one for getting his army out of England.

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. DOWNEY. For 2 or 3 years Japan has been throwing
its tremendous striking power into China. I believe the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, Lee] will agree that the Chi-
nese people do not have 10 percent of the striking or defen-
sive power of the American people; and yet, as the Senator
from Missouri knows full well, Japan is only a few hundred
miles from the mainland of China and, according to authori-
ties, is now almost destroying itself in attempting to conquer
those people, almost within a stone’s throw, infinitely weaker,
with probably not as much military strength as the State of
New York alone, or the State of California alone.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I recognize that there exists
some little feeling that there is a desire on the part of some
Senators unnecessarily to delay the hour when the Senate
can reach a decision with respect to the joint resolution
which is now pending. For my own part, I have no such
desire whatsoever; and I know of no other Senator wha
desires that there shall be unnecessary delay.

I am delighted that there has been insistence on the part.
of the Senator from Missouri in making clear—or clearer
than it has been made—the record relating to the industrial
mobilization plan. There are other considerations in the
exploration of the general subject matter before us to
which the Senate could well afford to devote hours and days;
but I have no desire unnecessarily to delay the decision which
the Congress is being asked to make.

Mr. President, I rise at this time solely for the purpose
of giving such answer as I am able to give to three or four
of what I consider to be the most preposterous representa-
tions to which I have listened in my 15 years of service in
the Senate of the United States. I have been amazed at
some of the reasons which have been presented for the repeal
of the arms embargo. I have been amazed at the will of
some men to turn their backs completely upon the record of
facts and devote themselves to guesses as to what might or
might not be the result in the event of certain circum-
stances arising. I have heard Senators rise and ask, “What
proof is there that England wants the arms embargo re-
pealed?” There is only one answer to that question: What
evidence is there that England does not want the arms em-
bargo repealed?

Mr, CONNALLY. MTr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. What evidence is there that Hitler does
not want it repealed?

Mr, NYE. None whatsoever.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. There was a big celebration in Berlin last
summer when it was discovered that the arms embargo was.
not to be repealed at that time.

Mr. NYE. I do not care how many celebrations may be
held in Berlin, Moscow, Rome, London, or Paris. There is
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one thing I wish the Senate of the United States would
realize and that is the importance of abandoning any interest
in what foreign nations have to say and what they are
thinking and remembering a little more about what our real
interests in the United States are.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I thoroughly agree with that statement;
but the Senator provoked this colloquy by bringing in Great
Britain and referring to what she wanted or did not want.

Mr. NYE. The question has been raised, and the answer
has been given. The question has been asked, What proof is
there that England wants the arms embargo repealed? I
say that not a soul in the United States is laboring under the
impression that England does not want it repealed.

Mr. BARKLEY. So far as I am concerned, Mr. President,
I am not interested in what England wants or does not want,
or what Hitler wants or does not want. We can argue much
on both sides as to what each of the belligerents would like.
As Artemus Ward once remarked, “One man has as much
human nature as another, if not more.” I suppose the same
statement is true of a nation. We might assume that Great
Britain and France prefer to have the embargo repealed, and
we might assume that Hitler and Germany do not want it
repealed. I do not want any Member of the Senate’to be
actuated by the desire of either side as to what we shall do
with the embargo and the neutrality law. I certainly am not
actuated by any desire on the part of either side.

Mr. NYE. Then the Senator and I have everything in
common.

Mr. BARKLEY, Not everything.
common,

Mr. NYE. We have at least that much in common.

Mr. BARKLEY, Yes; not everything.

Mr, NYE. Very well,

Mr. President, today we see scores upon scores of planes
which have been produced since the arms embargo went into
effect being moved to points where they can be quickly trans-
ported to England and France, where they are wanted, as
-soon as we shall have accomplished repeal of the arms em-
bargo. Within the past 48 hours eminent Englishmen have
arrived to add their numbers to the already large number
who since last spring have been busily engaged for months
in contacting educational institutions and other influences
throughout the land, building up sympathy, building up senti-
ment, all of which, they seem to hope, might culminate in the
repeal of the arms embargo, which they of necessity look
upon as being a step which will accord the favor of the
United States to their side, at least to the extent of what-
ever commercial relationship can exist during the conduct of
their war in Europe.

Mr. President, I have heard very direct and very emphatic
representations that our dependence upon the British Fleet
and the continued existence of the British Empire are very
essential to our own well-being in the United States and to
the defense of the United States. Last night, in a period on
a national broadcasting chain, I devoted myself to a discus-
sion of the question of the embargo and national defense. In
the interest of saving the time of the Senate, I ask unanimous
consent that this address may be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Cravez in the chair).
Without objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit A.) -

Mr. NYE. It would be laughable, if the consequences were
not so serious, to listen to the representations of Members of
this body who have risen in their places and pleaded that they
thought that when the arms embargo was enacted in 1935,
1936, and 1937 its purpose was to prevent war in the world.
That is why they voted for it; and in the light of that repre-
sentation, because there has been war, the law is a failure.

Mr. President, there is not a man who can point to a single
line in the ConGrRESSIONAL RECORD, starting in 1935, where any
Member of Congress represented that it was our purpose,

We have that much in
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through the neutrality law, to try to prevent war in the world.
Instead the whole argument reveals that every Member of
Congress who spoke his mind upon the subject reccgnized
there would be war in Europe again, and they were writing
the neutrality law and giving their support to it to the end
that the United States might succeed in staying out of that
war. But now one Senator after another comes forward and
pleads that the law has failed because it has not prevented
war; that it has failed to accomplish that which it was never
intended to accomplish. I may come back to that record
that was made in 1935, 1936, and 1937 later in my argument
this afternoon.

Mr. President, I have been perplexed, dumbfounded, at the
representation that has been made in the Senate to the effect
that the munitions trade and the credit and financing end of
it played no part in influencing American consideration to an
extent affecting our entry into other people’s wars. I have
witnessed men turn their backs upon page upon page of
thoroughly established writings, revealing not that the muni-
tions makers toock us to war, but revealing clearly that the
munitions trade, the war trade, and the necessity for financ-
ing that trade, were basic to a larger consideration that
ultimately had the United States tramping straight into a
war, even, Mr. President, at a time when men were standing
in their places and saying, “We are not going to war; we
should like to see them drag us into their war over there; we
want none of it; we will stay out of that war.” Let no one be
concerned about that.

The war mothers of another day, while being assured, day
after day, by men who stood at their places in Congress that
we were not going to war, the same mothers who today are
Gold Star Mothers are being assured again we are not going
to enter the European war and, being thus assured by men
who wholly in their hearts believe what they are saying, who
believe that we can repeal the arms embargo without jeopard-
izing our security and without weakening the chance that is
curs to stay out of that European conflict. I would say, if T
had to say it to myself, that none of us here knocws what he
may have to do in certain eventualities. I like to believe that
under no circumstances will I ever cast a vote here that will
move the son of a single American mother across the Atlantic
or across the Pacific to engage in other peoples’ wars, but at
the moment I can see the possibility of eventualities which
might make my position exceedingly embarrassing; and I say
that if we will retain the arms embargo, supplement the arms
embargo with a thoroughgoing cash-and-carry provision, and
strengthen cur neutrality law in other respects, we will have
a much greater prospect of avoiding participation in that
conflict abroad than would otherwise be the case.

It is contended that the munitions trade and the bankers’
interests played no part in the considerations leading to our
entry into the European war in 1917. What man who has
access to the record of facts can honestly and consistently
contend that our war trade played no part in our entry
ultimately in 1917 into the European war?

Mr. President, on October 13, a week or so ago, I addressed
the Senate on the relationship between our foreign policy
from 1914 to 1917 and our huge war trade with the Allies
which developed during those years. I spoke of the effect of
the involvement of our industrial and financial machine with
the cause of one set of belligerents on certain of our neutrality
policies enunciated early in our period of neutrality. I indi-
cated the way in which the growth of the munitions trade and
the general war trade with the Allies, and the necessity of
finaneing such trade, if it was to continue, affected our foreign
policy. I quoted from our highest officials at that time to the
effect that once we had allowed such a huge war trade to
develop we could not refuse to finance it without disaster to
ourselves.

My remarks were based on the documentary record of those
years, a record which I insist speaks for itself; a record which
those who have tried to answer have ignored completely.
That record cannot be and has not been controverted. The
documents introduced here by myself and others came from
the records not of the Munitions Committee but from the
records and files of our own Department of State, from the
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files of J. P. Morgan & Co., who were the commercial and
financial agent of the Allies during the World War; the docu-
ments and records came from the files of the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York City and from the files of the Federal
Reserve Board. Those documents, I insist, Mr. President,
are real. No one has represented them or contradicted them
as being otherwise than real. They, and not the undoccu-
mented assertions by Members of this body, are the record;
and until they are controverted they remain the record.
When in future years historians turn back to the pages of
this debate and observe from the Recorp the undisputed facts
which have been laid down and then note that in spite of
that record of facts the Senate blindly turned its back upon
the proven facts and did the thing that experience dictated
so clearly it should not do, they will have cause to wonder
about the considerations that moved men in this hour. Those
records can neither be tossed off lightly or laughed out of
existence, much as certain gentlemen might want to attempt
to do that. Long after their undocumented remarks are for-
gotten the record will be remembered. Not a single Senator
who has attempted to refute my address on our financial and
industrial involvement in the years from 1914 to 1917 has yet
challenged the basic documentary proof contained in the let-
ters and memoranda of various of our highest officials in
1914, 1915, 1916, and 1917, which have been inserted in the
Recorp by myself and by other Members of this body.

The majority leader of the Senate, the very able and dis-
tinguished Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BarxiLEY], in his
address before the Senate a few days ago quoted from an
article by Newton D. Baker, a former Secretary of War, in
which Mr. Baker stated that he had never had a conversa-
tion with a banker while he was a member of the Cabinet
from 1916 to 1921. Note those dates, Mr. President—1916 to
1921. Well, the important change in our policy regarding
credit to belligerents took place not in the years from 1916
to 1921 but took place in October 1914; and the important
change in our policy respecting loans to belligerents took
pldce not from 1916 to 1921, but took place in August and
September 1915, long before Mr. Baker became a member
of President Wilson’s Cabinet.

In the mafter of correspondence and conferences on the
part of certain bankers and, at different times, certain high
officials of the State Department, Treasury Department, Fed-
eral Reserve Board in 1914, 1915, and 1916, on the subject of
credits and loans to the Allies, I refer the Senate, in addition
to the documents inserted in the Recorp on October 13, to the
Senate Munitions Committee report, part 6, pages 19, 21, 39
to 42, 44 to 46, 50 to 52, 106, 121 to 123, 129 to 132, and to the
committee hearings, parts 25, 26, 27, and 28.

Mr. President, I care not what may be the individual
reaction of individual Members of the Senate or of any other
person to the work that was done by the Senate Munitions
Committee; I care not where they may want to place blame
or credit; I care not how much they may want to criticize
the work that was done; but I do have reason to believe that
for generations to come the work which that committee
performed, participated in industriously by seven Members
of the Senate, will stand the test of time and serve con-
stantly as a warning to America as to what not to do and
what to do in some respects when we are again challenged
from abroad.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President—

Mr. NYE. I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. LEE. Let me say that the personal opinion of this one
Senator is that the Munitions Committee did a fine job, and
it was very wholesome to have the light turned on the un-
conscionable profits which were made during the war,

While I am on my feet, let me remind the Senator that
when the fine work of that committee had not been finished,
and the committee came back to this body and asked for more
money to continue the Senate munitions investigation, this
body did not grant the money, but the President of the
United States himself secured the money from another de-
partment of the Government and made possible a continua-
tion of the fine work of the committee,
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Mr, NYE. Mr. President, I have always appreciated the
thorough good will of the Senator from Oklahoma toward the
Munitions Committee; but I have no recollection at the pres-
ent time of the President ever rallying to the assistance of
the committee to the extent he has stated. We have always
gotten from the Senate the money we asked for from the Sen-
ate. If the Senator is trying to say, as I think he means to
say, that the administration, through the President, loaned
its agencies of government to the use of the committee
during the investigation, he is quite right.

Mr. LEE. W. P. A. money was spent for work through
W. P. A. employees to continue the work of the committee.

Mr. NYE. That is correct; but never was it a case of de-
pendence upon W. P. A. to continue or to prosecute further
the investigation which was being made.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President——

Mr. NYE. I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What the Senator from North
Dakota says is perfectly correct. It is true that during
the progress of the munitions investigation the President at
various times very generously and wholeheartedly put the
assistance of various agencies of the Government at the
disposal of the Munitions Committee. For instance, at times
we borrowed some experts from the Interstate Commerce
Commission; we borrowed some experts from the Navy De-
partment and the War Department by the President’s order,
and certain clerical assistance was put at our disposal as a
W. P. A, project. It is not true, however, that we ever came
to the Senate and the Senate refused to provide any neces-
sary funds, and that thereafter the President provided them.

I merely want to keep the record straight.

Mr. LEE. The Senator is correct in that statement. I
remember, however, that when the question was considered,
and there was discussion about it, while of course the deci-
sion was not actually made, there was considerable talk to
the effect that it might not be possible to continue to supply
the necessary funds; at least, I heard that said. It is true
that the President did cooperate in every way.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The President at all times coop-
erated wholeheartedly in the munitions investigation.

Mr. NYE, That statement is never going to be disputed.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And he put at our disposal docu-
ments and clerical assistance which we could not have
secured in any other way.

Mr. NYE. That is quite correct.

Mr, BYRNES. Mr. President——

Mr. NYE. I yield to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator, however, as chairman of the
Munitions Committee, will state that the resolution of the
Senate authorized the departments to furnish those em-
ployees to the committee.

Mr. NYE. That is true. .

Mr. BYRNES. I do not want the President charged with
that responsibility.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, returning now to the insistence
of some of our leaders that war trade, bank credits, and
bank loans were playing no part in the consideration which
had put us on the road to war in 1914, 1915, 1916, and early
1917, let me say to those who refer to the nonexistence of a
sizable munitions industry up to the time of our going to war in
1917—as Mr. Newton D. Baker has insisted and been quoted,
apparently with approval, by the senior Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BargLEY]—that I must, even though it necessi-
tates going back briefly over some old ground, demonstrate
that there was a munitions industry in this country before
we went to war. I must insist that that munitions industry
was sizable, and that its conduct before we went to war was
such that it was not ready to respond to the needs of the
United States Government when we did go to war.

The Du Pont Co. stated that their war orders for explo-
sives alone from September 1914 to December 1915 were
$343,000,000 worth. Is anyone going to argue that that was
an insignificant trade? Why, a Du Pont annual report
stated that the Du Pont output was 40 percent of the amount
of propellent explosives made throughout the world for the
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Allies during the war. Is an industry that can produce 40
percent of the total output of propellent explosives an insig-
nificant industry?

During the years 1915 to 1918, inclusive, the Du Pont Co.
paid dividends which add up to 458 percent on the par
value of its original stock; but men will rise and say that
we had no munitions industry of any import prior to our
entry into the World War—no industry so sizable that its
well-being might have a tendency to lead a country, quite
unconsciously, but lead it nevertheless, on into a war that
was none of our business.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. Just one moment, and I will gladly yield.

In contrast, Mr. President, to this percentage of dividends
that the Du Ponts were paying in that period, pre-war earn-
ings of the Du Ponts had been 10 percent in 1911, 1115 per-
cent in 1912, and 12.8 percent in 1913. The then president of
the Du Pont Corporation explained their situation in 1916,
and I quote him:

If the war had ended, we would have been in a bad condition.

He was explaining that they would at one time have had
to return $100,000,000 to the Allies.

I now yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, did I correctly understand
the Senator to say a while ago, in effect, that the munitions
makers led us into the war?

Mr. NYE. No.

Mr. CONNALLY. Would the Senator mind having the
Official Reporter repeat what he said on that subject?

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I am so sure I did not say that
that I am not going to stop to quibble about it now, but if
the Senator will get the transcript of the remarks and point
to anything that even alluded to that, I shall come back to it.

Mr. CONNALLY. If the Senator will further yield. I will
state what I understood the Senator to say. He referred to
the $400,000,000 profit that the Du Pont Co. are supposed to
have made from their war business, and I do not challenge
that statement. He then said that it was accompanied with
so much profit that he would not be surprised if it had uncon-
sciously, so far as the people were concerned, led us into war.

Mr. NYE. No; I did not say that, Mr. President.

Mr. CONNALLY. Has the Senator ever charged that the
munitions makers got us into the war? Does he make that
charge?

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I understand precisely what the
Senator is getting at.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am glad the Senator does.

Mr. NYE. I am going to come back to that subject. If
the Senator will pardon my stepping beyond it at the mo-
ment, so that I may make a connected argument on the
extent of the munitions industry at that time, I shall be
happy to come back and meet what some are so eager to
charge has been a representation on my part that it was
munitions makers and bankers who took the United States
into the World War in 1917.

Mr, CONNALLY. Regardless of whether there was a big
munitions outfit or a little one or a medium-sized one or an
inconsiderable one or a giant one, does the Senator now
charge, and has he ever in the past charged, that the United
States was led or forced or induced to enter the World War
by the munitions manufacturers?

I should like to have a categorical answer to that question,
and then the Senator may proceed.

Mr. NYE. Whatever approximating that the Senator from
North Dakota has said has been that the war trade and the
credit and loan intferest has assumed proportions that were
basic to the building in the United States of an economy
that ultimately became dependent upon a continuation of
that war. I am going to come back to that subject. I plead
with the Senator to wait until I can conveniently do so.

Mr., BYRNES., Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. I yield to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. BYRNES. Did the Senator state that no member of
his committee had said that the bankers and munitions
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manufacturers were responsible for influencing our entrance
into the war?

Mr. NYE. Will the Senator repeat his question?

Mr. BYRNES. 1 say, did the Senator state that no member
of his committee had made the statement that the bankers
and munitions manufacturers were responsible for our en-
tering the war?

Mr,. NYE. I think I have made that statement. If I have
not made it, I should be inclined to make it right now.
[Laughter.]

Mr., BYRNES. The Senator, in a radio broadcast which
is in the CowncrEssioNAL Recorp, and which he is supposed
to have made on May 27, 1935, is quoted as saying:

Did the American people know that they were fighting to save

the skins of the bankers who had coaxed the people into loaning
$2,000,000,000 to the Allies?

The Senator said that; did he not?

Mr. NYE. Yes; but I wish the Senator would read in en-
tirety what was said before and after that particular decla-
ration. It might make a difference.

Mr. BYRNES. I do not have it here, or I should be glad to
do what the Senator suggests.

In a radio broadcast on August 27, 1935, the Senator is
quoted as saying:

The bankers—particularly the Morgan firm—finally grew fearful
of their position. Today the record very clearly establishes the

fact that because of these bankers and munitions makers our
declared neutrality of 20 years ago was only a dream.

The Senator is quoted as having said, this month:

Much has been sald about our financial and industrial involve=
ment with the Allied cause as the underlying reason for our going
into the war in 1917, However, what is meant by this term is not
always cléar. I have heard men make impassioned speeches to
show how impossible is the thought that a great country such as
ours could go to war to protect the profits of munitions makers
and the risky loans of bankers. I could make such a speech myself,
No such thing ever happens. I know of no responsible person who
ever said or thought that this country went to war to protect Du
Pont's profits or Morgan’s loans.

Because the quotations from the two speeches are in con-
flict——

Mr. NYE. I insist they are not in conflict in the least.

Mr. BYRNES. What I wanted to ask the Senator, if he
thinks they are not, is whether he would give the Senate his
explanation of the difference; and I am asking only because
there appears to be a direct conflict.

Mr. NYE. Very well; in a word I say to the Senator from
South Carolina that if we had not developed that wartime

‘trade during our days of neutrality—and we could not have

developed it except that American bankers were ready to
underwrite it, and did underwrite it to a point where they
utilized all of their own eredit—the United States might never
have been challenged, as it was ultimately challenged, to go
the steps further—which it did take—steps which ultimately
took us straight into the European conflict.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. Not yet. If there is any Member of the Senate
who feels that any other Senator has done an injustice to
the munitions makers, I think I can cite him to a representa-
tion in the Senate which did not make a very good case for the
munitions makers, and I wish to read it. This language was
read from the desk in the Senate one day:

The private and uncontrolled manufacture of arms and muni-
tions and the traffic therein has become a serious source of inter-
national discord and strife, * * * The pecples of many coun=-
tries are being taxed to the point of poverty and starvation in order
to enable governments to engage in a mad race in armaments which,
if permitted to continue, may well result in war. This grave menace
to the peace of the world is due in no small measure to the uncon-
trolled activities of the manufacturers and merchants of engines
of destruction.

The date of that word read to the Senate was May 18, 1934,
in the form of a message of the President of the United States
to the Congress of the United States.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. I yleld.

Mr. BYRNES. I am not interested in the Senator's view
of the munitions manufacturers. I am interested in his view
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as to whether or not his statement can receive any construc-
tion other than that the Morgan firm finally grew fearful of
their position, and, because they were fearful, they influenced
the Congress of the United States to vote for the war resolu-
tion?

Mr. NYE. Where is there any reference to the Congress
of the United States having been influenced to vote for the
war declaration?

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator knows that there could be no
war resolution unless the Congress of the United States
voted it, and that the Congress did vote it. I only wish to
know whether the Senator charges that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Boran], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass],
the Senator from California [Mr. Jounson], the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr, BargrLEY], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Connarry], and the other Members of the Senate were in-
fluenced by Morgan & Co., bankers, or by munitions manu-
facturers, to vote for the resolution under which this Nation
went to war.

Mr, NYE. Mr. President, the Senator’s question hardly
merits an answer. Certainly not.

Mr. BYRNES. Certainly not?

Mr. NYE. Certainly not.

Mr. BYRNES. If the Senator says that they were not,
then Morgan & Co. and the munitions manufacturers had
no effect upon the men who cast the votes and passed the
war resolution.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
from North Dakota yield?

Mr. NYE. I gladly yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. ,The statement of the Senator
from South Carolina by no means follows, and the Senator
from South Carolina is undertaking to create a wholly false
issue. So far as I have ever heard, no one has reflected on any
Member of the Senate or any Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. It has been pointed out that a situation which
had come into being over a period of several years, prior
to our entry into the war, partly by the Morgan manipula-
tion of the exchange market, which changed our original
neutrality position, and partly by the tremendous involve-
ment of the United States, as pointed out by Ambassador
Page, had created a combination of many elements, all of
which, taken fogether, finally led us into the war. No one
has ever reflected on the Senator from South Carolina, the
Senator from Texas, the Senator from Idaho, or anyone else.
I say that the remarks of the Senator from South Carolina
are an attempt to inject a wholly false issue into the dis-
cussion.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President,
North Dakota yield?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. The people of America know that the war
resolution could not have been adopted except by a vote of
the majority of Congress. If it is said that by any manipu-
lation of Morgan & Co. or munitions manufacturers Members
of the Senate and of the House voted for it, they voted for
it either intentionally because of the influence of the manu-
facturers and Morgan & Co., or, as the Senator from Mis-
souri suggests, because they did not have sufficient intelli-
gence to understand the motives that were really actuating
them.

So far as the Senator from South Carolina is concerned,
I voted for the war resolution, not to make the world safe
for democracy, not at the behest of munitions makers or
bankers, but because the German Government, after con-
tinued protests from this Nation, continued to sink Ameri-
can ships, kill American citizens, and destroy American
property. I voted as the people of America wanted the
Congress to vote, to protect the lives and the property of
American citizens whenever they are upon the high seas on
peaceful mission bent.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
from North Dakota yield to one more interruption?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

will the Senator from
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. As I have stated, no one has
reflected, so far as I have ever heard, on the integrity of
any Member of the House or the Senate who vofed for the
war resolution. Nevertheless, it is true that we now know a
great many things we did not know 20 years ago. It is
entirely possible that if the Members of the House and the
Senate had known as much about the causes which led up
to the war, and of the diplomatic processes which had been
going on, as they afterward learned, they would not have
voted for the declaration of war. Certainly it is not neces-
sary, as a condition precedent to believing in the integrity
of any Member of the House or the Senate in 1917, to as-
sume that he has not learned anything in 20 years, and
that his mind stopped operating on the day the declaration
of war was adopted.

Mr. BAREKLEY., Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Not only in this debate, but for the last
few years, the insinuation has constantly been made that the
bankers and munitions makers were responsible for our enter-
ing the war in 1917. It serves no purpose to keep throwing
out those hints and yet individually exculpate Members of
the House and the Senate of any wrongdoing in connection
with the war resolution.

It is neither true that those who were Members of Con-
gress were wholly dumb during the period from 1914 to 1917,
nor is it true that they were unacquainted with what was
going on. Every diplomatic note, every representation made
by the Government of the United States was made public.
There was no secret diplomacy, so far as I know, between
the State Department and President Wilson——

Mr. NYE. Is the Senator saying that every document
was made public?

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not mean every document and
memorandum and every conversation, but all the protests
and representations which set forth our position during
that entire period were made public. So that the Members
of Congress were not altfogether unaware of what was going
on. They knew the history of the whole development, and
I do not think it is fair to say that they were ignorant of
the situation. But that is not the matter about which 1
rose to question the Senator.

Mr. NYE. If I may interrupt at that point, before the
Senator goes further, what he has said is not in contradic-
tion of anything I have ever stated.

Mr, BARKLEY. I am not saying that it is.

Mr, NYE. Very well.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator has mentioned the enormous
credit and trade developed during the two and a half years
from 1914 to 1917. Would the Senator be able or willing to
tell us what percentage of that trade represented articles now
included in the embargo?

Mr. NYE. That is my purpose here this afternoon, and the
Senator will be pleased, I am sure, by the complete demon-
stration I shall make of just what part of our foreign trade
was arms, ammunition, and instruments of war. I do not
believe the Senator himself realizes how extensive that
trade was.

Mr. BARKLEY. What I should like to ascertain, if it was
so extensive as to have brought us into the war, is why it was
that it took us nearly the entire period of the war, after we
got in it, to develop an airplane; why it was that for most of
the period of the war after we got into it we had to purchase
our supplies from France?

Mr. NYE. I think I shall be able to show that to the
Senator also.

Mr, BARELEY. I hope the Senator will.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, MEap in the chair). Does
the Senator from North Dakota yield to the Senator from
Texas?

Mr. NYE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. CONNALLY. Much has been stated about what the
Senator has not said or has said in the past, and what he did
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not mean when he did say it. This is what he said today,
according to the official reporter:

During the years 1915 to 1918, inclusive, the Du Pont Co. paid
dividends which add up to 458 percent on the par value of its origi-
nal stock; but men will rise and say that we had no munitions
industry of any import prior to our entry into the World War. No
industry so sizeable that its well-being might have a tendency to
lead a country—quite unconsciously, but lead it, nevertheless—on
into a war that was none of our business.

Now, let me ask the Senator

Mr. NYE. Let me suggest to the Senator that there will
be no revision of those remarks by me.

Mr. CONNALLY, Not now, because they are now a part
of my remarks.

Mr. NYE. I meant just what I said; they will appear in
the Recorp just as the Senator read them.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator denied that anyone led us
into a war, but he said the munitions makers are so sizable
that their well-being might well have a tendency to lead the
country quite unconsciously into war. 1In other words, they
would fool the country. The country would not know that it
was being led. The country would be led unconsciously, but
led nevertheless.

Quite unconsciously, but lead it nevertheless, on into a war that
was none of our business,

Mr., NYE. Precisely, Mr. President, as a developed war
trade today, with the repeal of the arms embargo, will lead
the United States unconsciously, but lead it nevertheless, a
little closer to the doors that are being opened for us fo get
into their war.

Mr. CONNALLY. What did the Senator mean, if he will
yield further, when he said that in 1917 we were led “into a
war that was none of our business”? Does he believe that
it was none of our business that Americans were murdered
on the high seas? Does he regard it as none of our business
that ships which were sailing the seas engaged in their peace-
ful pursuits were sunk on the high seas not alone in violation
of every international law but of every law of humanity?
Does he mean that all that was none of our war or none of
our business? Does the Senator mean that the present war
is none of our business?

Mr. President, I think it is a shameless, a baseless, and an
infamous thing that opponents of the embargo now, in order
to seek to justify their present opposition, should smear all
over with slime the record of America in entering the World
War, and cast a reflection not alone upon the President and
all the Members of the Congress, but upon every soldier and
every marine and every member of the Navy, all the fighting
forces that shed their blood and brought back in their
wounded and maimed bodies the badges of honor and of
service. I think it is infamous for the opposition to establish
a basis or premise here by besmearing, vilifying, and defam-
ing the record of the United States in the World War.

Mr., NYE. Mr. President, I shall never cease paying my
respects to that part of America’s manhood which, starting in
19117, rallied to the cause to which they gave their bodies, their
lives, and coffered their all. Never, never, never shall I cease
paying respect to them., Nor shall I ever bring myself to
believe for one moment that any Member of Congress in 1917
rose in his place and voted for a declaration of war for causes
which we now conceive to have played a large part in moving
us in the direction of war. Never will I believe that.

But, Mr. President, those boys who rallied, and that Con-
gress which rallied, having rallied to the causes which were
alleged, having lost every blessed one of those causes, without
an exception, have a right to rise up in their places today and
say, “Do not do that same thing with my son.”

Why did we go into the war? The Senator said here this
afternoon that it was because the Germans sank our ships
and murdered our sailors. What was it that did the sinking?
German submarines under the so-called unrestricted sub-
marine warfare. The United States once had it in its power
to stop that unrestricted warfare by simply prevailing upon
England to abandon her unlawful blockade of Germany. Lord
Grey sald that their trade over here was of such importance
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at that time that if we had put it up to Great Britain in that
light—*“No trade unless you abandon this illegal blockade"—
Great Britain would have been chliged to give in, abandon
her blockade as respects foodstuffs, and there would have
been no unrestricted submarine warfare.

It was the unrestricted submarine warfare that took us
into the World War. The submarine did it. Great men,
students, learned men, men who occupy presidencies of great
universities, are among those still insisting to this day that
it was the submarine that took the United States into that
war.

Mr. President, it has been noted time and time and time
again in the REcorp, but once more let it be noted, that Ger-
many and no other nation upon the earth could have had a
submarine at that time except as the right to possess, the
right to buy the patents, plans, and designs needed for con-
struction of submarines, was made available to those that
had the price to pay for them by an American corporation
which made a stupendous fortune out of the business of
arming all the world with submarines.

Our own American conceiving, our own American con-
struction, men say to this day, was responsible for our entry
into Europe’s war.

I want a better reason than that, and the boys who were
in the service want a better reason than that for having been
called to make the sacrifice which they finally made.

Mr. President, I hope that that was not the purpose; but
if the present interruption was intended to divert me and to
drag me away from demonstration of the existence of a large
munitions trade in 1914, 1915, 1916, and 1917, I want the
Recorp at this point to make note that I have not lost that
string, and I shall now come back to it to the extent, perhaps,
of repeating a statement which I wish Senators, if they have
not already done so, may fix in their own minds.

The president of the Du Pont Corporation explained in 1916
their situation in these words:

If the war had ended, we would have been in a bad condition.

He was explaining at the time that they would at one
time have had to return $100,000,000 to the Allies. Mr.
Pierre du Pont stated:

We came into this war in 1917 with plants capable of making
400,000,000 pounds of powder annually in our own country. The
annual report of the Du Pont Corporation in 1916 stated that
the taxes in 1916 alone will aggregate an amount equal to 170
percent of our entire net earnings for the year 1912, in which
year we had the largest earnings in the history of the com-

pany.

Mr. President, I may remark that this is slightly indic-
ative of the keenest kind of growth, starting in 1914, of the
munitions industry in this land.

The idea that there were no munition makers in America
at the end of 1916 to the beginning of 1917 who profited
from a continuation of the war, and who would have lost by
its sudden close, is simply preposterous, and it is not believ-
able that a Member of the United States Senate would rise
in his place and so contend.

The following names of companies, and the types of
munitions and material produced, are from exhibit No.
2156, beginning at page 7941 of the Senate Munitions Com-
mittee hearings, part 26. Mr. President, the table from
which I am quoting was prepared from the J. P. Morgan
& Co. records, and I am citing from it only arms, ammuni-
tion, and implements of war produced for the British Gov-
ernment by American companies in 1915 and 1916, for
which payment was made by J. P. Morgan & Co., commer-
cial and financial agency for the British Government
during the war. No reference is made to the sales made to
France; no reference is made to the sales made by other
agencies than J, P, Morgan & Co. to England.

The Allegheny Steel Co.—and this is the information the
Senator from EKentucky was so eager to have—was produc-
ing $1,800,000 worth of shell forgings and shell steel for the
British Government in 1916.

The Aetna Explosives Co. was producing $1,300,000 worth
of nitrocellulose powder for the British in 1916.
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The American Munitions Co. was producing $1,600,000
worth of fuzes for the British in 1915.

But that, Mr. President, was small potatoes, that was
nothing by comparison with what other corporations were
doing.

The American Can Co. was manufacturing $32,800,000
worth of shrapnel shells for the British in 1915 and 1916.

The American Car & Foundry Co. was manufacturing
$30,000,000 worth of shells for the British in 1915 and 1916.

Oh, what a miserably insignificant trade was the trade
in munitions.

The American Locomotive Co. was manufacturing $94,000,-
000 worth of shells and fuzes for the British in 1915 and
1916. No munitions trade? It was insignificant. It was of
no influence, no weight at all, prior to our entry into the
‘World War,

The American Steam Gauge Co. was making four and a
half million doilars worth of fuzes for the British in 1915
and 1916.

The American Steel Foundries were manufacturing $35,-
000,000 worth of shells for the British in 1915 and 1916.

The Ansonia Manufacturing Co. was producing $4,600,000
worth of fuzes for the British in 1915 and 1916.

The Artillery Fuse Co. was making $6,100,000 worth of
fuzes for the British in 1915.

The Baldwin Locomotive Co. was manufacturing $32,-
000,000 worth of—what? Locomotives? Thirty-two million
dollars worth of shells for the British in 1915 and 1916.

The Bethlehem Steel Co. was producing $183,000,000 worth
of shells and ammunition for the British in 1915 and 1916.

The E. W. Bliss Co. was making $33,000,000 worth of shells
and explosives for the British in 1915 and 1916.

The Bartlett-Hayward Co. was manufacturing $14,500,000
worth of shells and ammunition for the British in 1915 and
1916.

The Senate will note I am still in the B's.

The J. G. Brill Co. was producing $1,500,000 worth of shells
for the British in 1915. :

The Burton-Richards Co. was making $4,500,000 worth of
TNT for the British in 1915 and 1916.

No trade in munitions to speak of. Not an influence upon
our economy. Mr, President, I point out that those I have
mentioned are only the A’s and B's of the alphabet of Ameri-
can corporations which were doing a business in arms, am-
munition, and implements of war with Britain alone in 1915
and 1916. I have gone through only the A's and B’s and
have not tried to cover them all. I shall be most happy, if
the Senator from Kentucky insists, fo go through the C’s, D's,
E’s, F's, G’s, and so forth, down through the Z's. I have page
after page of them, revealing how very tremendous became
the trade in munitions in the United States for foreign gov-
ernments in 1915 and 1916.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. To what extent did the concerns which
were selling these products to Britain and France lose that
business when we entered the war? To what extent were
they required to curtail sales abroad in order that they might
supply our own Government?

Mr. NYE. I shall show the Senator that most of them did
not curtail sales abroad at all. They even continued furnish-
ing foreign governments at the expense of our own national
defense, refusing to fill the orders of the United States Gov-
ernment when American bankers insisted that industries first
fulfill the orders of foreign governments. I shall show that to
the Senate. v

Mr. BARKLEY. Was that on the ground that they had
contracts that they could not revoke?

Mr. NYE. In part; just as there are now floods of con-
tracts in American aircraft factories from Britain and France
to such g point that the expectations of our Army and Navy
with respect to the supply of aircraft for our own Military
Establishment are not being fulfilled.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, NYE. I yield
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Mr.LEE. Would not legislation to prevent war profiteering
take care of the condition to which the Senator is referring?
I am in full agreement with the Senator in his fight against
war profits and his effort to remove anything that might be
an incentive to war, but would not that problem be taken care
of by legislation to prevent profiteering in wartime? .

Mr, NYE. Mr. President, I do not believe any legislation
proposed in the name of war-profits legislation would have
had the least effect upon our 1914 and 1915 trade with the
Allies, or would have any effect upon our present trade with
the Allies, or our trade with nations at war, up until the time
we become actively a part of such war. I should like to reach
the situation which we now have and which we had in 1914,
1915, and 1916—and I think the Senator from Oklahoma
agrees with me—with a tax program. In 1914, 1915, and
1916 the Government levied a so-called munitions tax, which
did not amount to very much. It might have been much
greater than it was, to the greater security of the United
States and its people.

Mr. LEE. At the present time, regardless of what may
happen in the future, it seems to me a good preventive meas-
ure would be for Congress to pass anti-war-profiteering legis-
lation. The Senator, himself, is a coauthor, along with
many other Senators, of tax legislation which would recover
profits resulting from war. Such legislation could even be
made to apply to profits from any wars, regardless of whether
or not the United States participated. My understanding of
such legislation is that it is intended to prevent, so far as
possible, any interest in anybody else’s war, and to remove
any possible profit incentive from war. It seems to me the
facts to which the Senator is referring deal with the situation
of war profits, and should be taken care of with war-profits
legislation. We have such legislation pending. The Presi-
dent, in two speeches to Congress, has recommended legis-
lation to prevent war profiteering. It seems to me that is a
question which must be dealt with by separate legislation.

Mr. NYE. It is; and, knowing of the Senator’s keen interest
in accomplishing that kind of legislation, I will say to him
that there is no road on which I will not go with him to the
end in securing the passage of adequate wartime tax legis-
lation. Perhaps when we are through with the pending legis-
lation we may have an opportunity to provide some taxation
to apply to American industries which grow fat at the ex-
pense of other peoples’ wars, and to the incomes of which
we ought to have larger access.

Mr, MINTON. Mr. President——

Mr, NYE. I yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. MINTON. I should like to ask the Senator from North
Dakota whether or not I understood him correctly & moment
ago. Did the Senator say that our air program was not keep-
ing up with schedule, and that it was somehow being delayed?

Mr. NYE. I did.

Mr, MINTON. The Senator’s source of information is dif-
ferent from that of the officer who is charged with respon-
sibility for the progress of the program. I refer to General
Arnold, who told us not more than a week ago that the Army
was abreast of its schedule with its air defenses in the pro-
gram mapped out by the Congress. He has the responsihility
for that program.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, in a previous address to the Sen-
ate on October 13, I made reference to this same matter.
The Recorp is complete with respect to my views and rep-
resentations upon that score. On a previous date the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] dwelt at great length
upon the interference with our own production for national
defense in the form of aircraft. I shall not go back over
that ground again at this time.

I return to the point I was making. I have gone through
only the A’s and B's, citing a very small part of American
industry which was filling tremendous orders for the Allies
in 1914 and 1915, and building a tremendous munitions trade
in this country, in answer to those who have been insisting
that the munitions industry in the United States in 1914,
1915, and 1916 was insignificant and did not amount to any-
thing at all. I repeat, that the cases which I have cited
take us only through the B’s on the Morgan contracts for
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the British on arms, ammunition, and implements of war.
If Senators need further facts to convince them of the exist-
ence of a very large-scale munitions industry throughout the
country in 1915 and 1916, I can continue through to the
end of the list, and then begin on the arms, munitions, and
implements of war produced by American companies for the
French, paid for through Morgan & Co. in 1915 and 1916.
This industry was equipped to produce munitions of war for
the British and the French. No request has been made for
further reading; but I note, for the information of Senators
who are interested that if they will consult part 26 of the
munitions industry investigation they will find, starting at
page 7941 and running to and including page 7985, how ex-
tensive was the trade with Great Britain alone handled
through J. P. Morgan & Co. during the 2 years prior to our
entry into the war.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. I gladly yield to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to ask the Senator at that
point if the credits handled by J. P. Morgan & Co. for. the
British and French did not also comprise other things than
arms and munitions?

Mr. NYE. No, Mr. President. I have gone through the
list and have selected only those items which would lend
themselves to the classification of arms, ammunition, and
implements of war under the arms embargo.

Mr. GEORGE. I understand what the Senator has done.
My question is, Did not J. P. Morgan & Co. also handle other
credits? Were they not also purchasing agents for the Allies
in connection with foed supplies?

Mr. NYE. They were.

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. :

Mr. NYE. But that is not included in the figures I have
quoted here today.

Mr. GEORGE. I understand and appreciate that. I was
asking that question preparatory to asking another question.
During the World War, from 1914 to 1916, we had a very great
expansion in all our commerce and trade with belligerent
countries, did we not? ;

Mr. NYE. That is quite true.

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator be able to point out dur-
ing the course of his address the percentage of that trade
and commerce which properly should be allocated to arms,
munitions, and implements of war and to other articles that
would not be used for war purposes?

Mr. NYE. I think I can approximate the figures at this
time. If I am not mistaken, of our total trade with Great
Britain in those 2 years, somewhere between 22 percent and
24 percent was confined to arms and munitions and instru-
ments of war, and about 13 to 14 percent of our whole trade
with France during that period lent itself to the description
under that category of arms, ammunition, and instruments
of war. Does that answer the Senator?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; but I also wanted to invite the Sen-
ator’s attention to the fact that in the period of the World
War, with such a large portion of the world involved, there
was bound to be a certain war economy in any nation that
was supplying large quantities of raw materials or of manu-
factured products or both. I think we could all agree upon
that.

Now I wish to invile the Senator’s attention to the fact
that although credit was not extended directly by the muni-
tion makers, was it not one of the chief vices of the 1914,
1915, and 1916 period that credit was extended in the United
States for arms, munitions, and war supplies?

Mr. NYE. Yes; I think those of us, including the Sen-
ator from Georgia, who served upon the committee to which
I have referred, came very definitely to that conclusion,

Mr. GEORGE. Of course, I know the Senator is not un-
mindful of the fact that in the measure now before the
Senate we have pressed our ingenuity almost to the breaking
point to prevent the extension of credit for arms, ammuni-
tion, and implements of war.

Mr. NYE. I wish I could feel with the Senator that all
the loopholes have all been stopped, but I cannot do so.
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Mr. GEORGE. I would not say that “all have been
stopped,” but we have gone as far, I think, as any great
nation has ever gone to prevent the extension of credit for
strictly war purposes.

Mr. NYE. I think that is quite frue.

Mr. GEORGE. I think I fully appreciate the Senator’s
argument, and that is that in the period of 1914 to 1916,
inclusive, we had in this country a rapidly developing war
economy. That is unavoidable, and my distinguished friend
from Oklahoma [Mr. Lee] is not going to remedy that
situation by locking the stable after the horse has been
stolen. He will by heavy taxes only add to the difficulty.

Mr. NYE. That is true.

Mr. GEORGE. He will only increase in any wartime
period the cost of living and the cost of everything the
people have to buy. It is very proper to tax excess war
profits, but there is no real way to avoid a war economy as
I see it. We may limit it or we may restrict it.

Mr. NYE. May I suggest that there is a real way, though
probably a way in which only a small minority of the Mem-
bers of the Senate would concur. That would be a complete
embargo upon all trade with nations at war. We could pre-
vent then the expansion of that kind of economy.

Mr. GEORGE. That might accomplish it, and, I think,
perhaps, it would.

Mr. NYE. I beg the Senator’s pardon; there would be one
more method, and that would be to restrict wartime trade on
the basis of the normal flow before war arose, and strive
to maintain on a quota basis only that normal average flow
of commerce to nations at war.

Mr. GEORGE. I would not want to enter into that dis-
cussion, because I apprehend that neither this Nation nor any
other great nation would pay a price of that kind now when
productive capacity is so great.

The point I wanted to bring to the Senator’s attention was
that certainly in this measure now before the Senate we have
gone to the utmost—indeed, I know of no great power in the
history of the world that so exhausted its ingenuity as we
have in the pending joint resolution—to prevent the building
up of a war economy, at least on a credit basis, which was the
vice of conditions which arose in the United States between
1914 and 1916, inclusive. Of course, the war economy itself,
though on a strict cash basis, has certain very great disad-
vantages; certain very palpable objections; I grant that; but
I think that we must look at these questions practically, and
there is a point beyond which we cannot go in dealing with
our people. Therefore, when we have taken away the oppor-
tunity of building a war economy in this country on the credit
basis, which I concede to be the vice of what happened be-
tween 1914 and 1916 in the United States so far as it may
have been one of the influences that led us into the World
War, I want to direct the Senate’s attention to the fact that
we have gone certainly a long way to prevent a war economy
built upon credit.

Mr. NYE. I agree with that, and I agree that we went
a long way in 1937 when we wrote what is now the Neu-
trality Act. We had gone a much further way on the 1st
day of last May than we had on the 2d day of May when
the administration permitted a part of our neutrality law of
1937 to expire; namely, the cash-and-carry feature, which
applied to all commerce that was not covered by the arms
embargo. There is no denying that the administration let
the cash-and-carry feature of the law die, the same forces
that today are arguing we must have cash and carry.

The Senator from Georgia makes the point that we have
gone a long way. We have done so. The pending measure,
though it lends itself to a great deal of criticism, which will
be voiced when we get to the amendments, does go a long
way, further by far, I presume, than anyone would have
dared a dozen years ago to believe a nation would ever go.
But right here and now we can go a considerable degree
further. If we will only hang on to the arms embargo, and
then adopt cash and carry and make it apply upon such
commodities as the embargo does not cover, we can destroy
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what might be a heavier influence upon us than we are
ready and willing now to admit.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr, President, will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
North Dakota yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. May I ask the Senator why he
says that on the 2d day of May the administration per-
mitted the cash-and-carry provision to expire? Did it not
expire as a matter of operation of law under the terms of
the act itself?

Mr. NYE. That is correct, but without any effort on the
part of those who are now seeking to reinstate the cash-and-
carry provision to accomplish its renewal.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The Senator, I think, must stand
corrected, in that those of us who are interested in the admin-
istration did everything we possibly could to try to get some
such provision in the law last May. We started hearings, as
I remember, in April, and were ready to go ahead. The re-
sponsibility for the failure of the cash-and-carry provision,
which expired on the 1st of May to be reinstated in the
law cannot be transferred from those who refused to permit
it to go through at that time over onto the administration.
It was the administration that wanted to reinstate it. I
I have no objection to argument as to the merit or the lack
of merit of the arms embargo, but certainly the Senator
from North Dakota is not being fair with the administra-
tion when he says that it was the administration that made
it possible for the cash-and-carry provision to expire on
the 1st day of May.

Mr, NYE. Who did make it possible for the arms embargo
to expire on the 1st of May?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The same gentlemen who are
attempting to defeat this legislation at the present time.

Mr. NYE. The same gentlemen who are now attempting
to retain the arms embargo and write into the neutrality
program a provision which will provide a cash-and-carry
cover-all for other commodities? Is the Senator saying that
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Crarg] and I, whe last
spring introduced legislation which was referred to the
Foreign Relations Committee, asking for a renewal of cash
and carry, are responsible for its death last May?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I say that absolutely. There
are some Members of this body who believe they know so
much more about this question than anybody else that if
the “t’s" are not crossed the way they want them, or the
“i’s” are not dotted they way they want them, then the
whole thing must go out of the window; they are willing to
stand up and fight.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, the Senator from Washington is
saying that the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLArRK], the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr, VanpENBERG], and I last spring were
not ready to trade cash and carry for repeal of the arms
embargo. If that is what he is trying to say, I plead guilty;
but that does not have anything to do with the will that was
here then, as it is now, to renew cash and carry, but leave the
arms embargo where it is.

Mr, SCHWELLENEACH.

Mr. NYE. I gladly yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I do not think the Senator is
quite correct, and I doubt either the patriotism or the states-
manship of making a statement of that kind in the discus-
sion of this very serious question, that anybody wanted to
make a “irade.” I believe that the United States can best
stay out of war by means of the repeal of the arms embargo.
The Senator from North Dakota disagrees; but at that time
and at this time I think the Congress of the United States
should take some action upon it, and certainly it was not the
administration that stopped action during May, June, and
July of this year. It was those who were opposed to the
administration who stopped action at that time.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, coming back again to the influ-
ence, the magnitude of the munitions industry in the United
States in 1915 and 1916—which, after all, is the thing

Will the Senator again yield?
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T am trying to establish here this afternoon—I want to cite
once again those Du Pont figures.

For 1915 and 1916 they were doing $269,000,000 worth of
explosives business for the British alone, not including the
French, and not including the Russians. By September 1,
1916, there were about $15,000,000 worth of machine-gun con-
tracts placed here. Through that period the total trade in
munitions which had been established had assumed not an
insignificant proportion but a tremendous magnitude. That
munitions trade became a really vital part of our economy
here in the United States even hefore we entered the war.
Exhibits before the Committee on Munitions have shown
that of the total exports to Great Britain and France handled
by the purchasing agency of J. P. Morgan & Co. alone, the
bulk of the contracts were completed by the end of 1917; and
the figures are therefore related to the total export figures
for the years 1915, 1916, and 1917.

The description of the Morgan exports given in these ex-
hibits shows that for the years in question exports of ma-
terial covered by the present embargo amcunted to $1,464,-
762,543, or approximately 70.2 percent of the total business
to England handled by Morgan’s export department; the fig-
ures for France for the same period are $322,379,733, or ap-
proximately 30 percent of the exports for France handled by
Morgan’s purchasing agency; a total of approximately $1,800,-
000,000 of foreign trade in commodities that today stand
defined as arms, ammunition, and implements of war. Those
figures do not include the exportations that were made aside
and apart from those handled by J. P. Morgan & Co.

It would not be at all unfair to say that our trade in that
period in arms, ammunition, and implements of war had as-
sumed a total of as much as $2,000,000,000; and yet men will
stand here on the floor, turn their backs upon that record,
and say that our munitions industry was insignificant—in-
significant when it was so tremendous a part of our whole
economy,

The representation regarding the insignificance of our
munitions industry was introduced here by reference to Mr.
Newton D. Baker’s words as to what were and what were
not facts as of that period. The Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. BargrLey] quoted further from Mr. Baker’s article to
the effect that the United States had to get munitions from
England and France because our own munitions makers were
not equipped to supply us.

I dislike having to go over ground that the senior Senator
from Missouri [Mr, CLARK] has so adequately covered; but, .
Mr. President, I want this record never to be covered. I
want there never to be any chance for anyone to point to
the record and ask, “Why were not these facts driven
home again and again and again when advocates of repeal
were misrepresenting the facts as they were being misrep-
resented, consciously or unconsciously?” The fact of the
matter is that the munitions industry in this country was
too busy supplying England and France during 1915 and
1916 to bother about American orders, and further they
were tooled to allied specifications, and had a hard time
turning over to American specifications after we got into
the war.

Let me read to the Senate some very revealing excerpts
from correspondence on this subject between the Midvale
Steel Co., J. P. Morgan & Co., and E, W. Moir, agent in the
United States for the British Ministry of Munitions, in 1916.

On June 23, 1916, Mr. Moir wrote to Morgan’s concerning
the Midvale Steel Co.’s 12-inch shell contracts for the British
Government. He pointed out that Midvale had been produec-
ing shells for the British, and that they were installing new
machinery in a building constructed for the purpose of mak-
ing shells. He said:

‘We have always understood that it was the Intention to con-
tinue working the existing plant on British 12-inch shell after the
new shop is finished, until the completion of the contracts, but now
I am Informed that the company intend turning over existing
machines and the labor employed on same on to the manufacture
of shell for the American Government,

Get this point! Here is a representative of the British
Munitions Ministry wanting to know, “Is it possible that
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American industries are going to turn over the capacity to
producing munitions for America?”

He went on in his letter:

This means, of course, that unskilled labor is going to be put on
the manufacture of 12-inch British shell, and in consequence it
appears that deliveries for some considerable time will remain
unsatisfactory.

For the purpose of the record, let the Recorp show that
this communication will be found at page 8187 of part XXVII
of the Senate Munitions Hearings.

In other words, Mr. President, Mr. Moir, representative of
the British Munitions Ministry, was worried about delivery
of the British shells; whereupon E. R. Stettinius—where have
we heard that name more recently?—E. R. Stettinius, head of
J. P. Morgan & Co.’s export department, wrote to Mr. A. C.
Dinkey, president of the Midvale Steel Co., on July 22, 19186,
asking:

Have you accepted any orders from the United States or Italian
Governments, the execution of which has interfered or may inter-
fere with the orders you have received?

That is, the British orders. Listen, Senators:

On July 27, 1916, Mr. Moir, the British agent, informed
Stettinius, of Morgan’s, that he had seen the Midvale people,
and—

They assured me that they have given up the idea of turning
over the old shop to the United Btates Government shells, and

that they will put their whole capacity on the British order, except
to the extent of four lathes which will be used for the United

Btates.

Considerate of them. Most considerate of them.

Finally, on July 29, 1916, the president of Midvale Steel,
Mr. Dinkey, wrote Stettinius, of Morgan’s, the following:

We have accepted no orders from either the Italian Government
or the United States Government, the execution of which has
interfered or may interfere with orders we have taken for English
projectiles. On the contrary, in order to further production—

I want this heard, especially by those Senators who were
asking during the course of the afternoon for this infor-
mation—

On the contrary, in order to further production of English
projectiles on orders which we have on hand, we have serlously
delayed the completion of orders for American projectiles which
were placed long prior to your orders and on which delayed orders
we are paying penalties in serious amounts.

Mr. President, foreign orders of American munitions plants
had assumed such proportions that the foreign needs went
ahead of American needs in our munitions plants. I suppose
there will be those who will say it will not happen again.
Who are we to say that it will not happen again?

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Brown in the chair).
Does the Senator from North Dakota yield to the Senator
from West Virginia?

Mr. NYE., I yield.

Mr. HOLT. The Senator from North Dakota has read
in the London papers, no doubt, about the great applause
the English people have given the appointment of the son
of Mr. Stettinius to the War Munitions Board of the present
administration. They remember very vividly how much
his father did for England during the World War, and they
welcome his appointment.

Mr. NYE. I quite appreciate that; but the Senator from
Kentucky and I have agreed, at least for the course of this
day, that we do not care a tinker's dam what is thought in
London, or in Berlin, or in Moscow, or anywhere else, about
what we are doing here. We are acting now for America,
and for America alone.

I now come back to the demonstration of how American
industry was responding first to foreign requirements, and
secondly only to American requirements. Certainly it is fair
to say that it is putting the national defense of the United
States anything but first, is it not?

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will my colleague yield?

Mr, NYE. I yield.

Mr. FRAZIER. I should like to ask the Senator whether
the same thing is not true today, in the case of the building
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of air es—bombers? Our orders are being held up, as
I understand it, in order that the orders of Great Britain,
France, Canada, and Australia may be filled.

Mr. NYE. Yes. Demonstration of that has been afforded
in previous addresses which have been made in the Senate,
and reference was also made to it previously today, during
an hour, perhaps, when the Senafor was not able to be
present.

Certainly the defense of the United States was not then
being considered first. It was allied war orders that were
getting the first attention. That is the advantage of turning
over our munitions industry to supply the Allies, so that our
own orders can take second place. No wonder the United
States Army was not decently equipped, according to Mr.
Baker, even after we had been in the World War 18 months,
With Morgan’s handling the British orders over here and in-
sisting that deliveries for their customers have preference,
naturally American needs tock second place. Oh, no; that
will not happen again; never, never, never. Is there anyone
here who wishes to say today that he was in Congress and
knew this to be the state of facts? No; certainly not. Yet
there are those who at once inquire, “Are you attacking those
of us who voted the declaration of war in 1917? Are you call-
ing us dumbbells?”

I have never noted, in 15 years, a debate in the Senate
where there has been so much will to cover up the real, vital
issues, and sail off into realms many of which have no relation
whatsoever to the issue we are now challenged to meet in the
Senate.

Now, Mr. President, in spite of this past experience, and
more which might be resorted to in order to demonstrate the
point of the influence of foreign orders, it is proposed that we
repeat the 1914-17 performance, and gear our munitions in-
dustry to British and French needs, to their specifications.

Mr. Leland Summers, who was vice chairman of the War
Industries Board in 1917-18, while we were at war, made a
special examination at the request of the Board chairman,
Mr. Bernard Baruch, into the causes for the slowness of Amer-
ican munitions production.

Is any Member of the Senate interested in knowing what
that study revealed? He found, if you please, on May 13,
1918, that the delay in the production of 75-mm. field artillery
was due to the changes in the American type of gun. As
soon as a switch was made to the French type, production
proceeded; but in the production of the American type there
could be no progress.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at
that point? ,

Mr,. NYE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Was that not due to the fact that the fac-
tories had been geared to production during the 2!.-year
period——

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, that is what I have been en-
deavoring to make clear this afternoon, that we had geared
our production for foreign orders to a point where we could
not supply our own needs in our own country.

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Senator would not advo-
cate that, in order that we might produce a particular type of
cannon or gun for the American Army, we should not have
gone ahead and made them, as we had been making them, for
the foreign purchasers, would he? 1Is he criticizing our
Government hecause it accepted the French design instead
of undertaking to manufacture a new design?

Mr. NYE. Heaven help us, our “second choice” govern-
ment at that time had no other choice. They had to take
what American industry had geared itself to produce. How-
ever much they wanted a product of their own specifications,
the military authorities of the United States could not have it,
and they had to be content with production under specifica-
tions afforded by foreign governments,

Mr, BARKLEY. The Senator will not contend that the
same situation exists now, because up to that time this type

-of gun had not been manufactured in the United States at

all, and they had to transform the activities of many of the
factories which were producing, not arms, ammunition, and
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implements of war, but ordinary commercial products, so
that they could produce the products which were being sold to
the belligerents on the other side of the Atlantic. Having
geared their industries to that sort of production, it would
have been folly to have undertaken to change it all and to
have had the same experience we had with the Liberty motor,
which we started from scratch, as the Senator will recall. It
took us a long time to get a motor which would be satisfactory
to the Government, and after we got it, we did not get fighting
planes in Europe in quantities sufficient to send enough to
supply our own Army with our own planes.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE, I yield.

Mr. MINTON. Does not the Senator know that we took
the French 75's during the World War, not because the ma-
chinery of this country was geared to make the 75's, and not
T7’s, or whatever the caliber of the American Army gun was,
but we took the French 75’s because they were the best shoot~
ing piece of artillery in the world, and, thank God, the French
had been buying them in the United States, and we were
prepared to make 75’s. That is the reason why we took them.,

Mr. NYE. If the Senator can feel so good about what hap-
pened, that is splendid; but that was not what Mr. Baruch’s
investigators reported as the reason why the Army and Navy
had fallen back on the French gun. I shall read it again.
Let us not confuse the record of facts.

I am trying to show what Mr. Baruch’s investigator for the
War Industries Board reported was the cause for the slowness
of American munitions production. He found on May 13,
1918, that the delay in the 75-millimeter field artillery was
due to the changes in the American type of gun. As soon as
a switch was made to the French type, production proceeded.

He found that Bethlehem was using the British type of
75’s which they had been producing. ‘“The Bethlehem Steel
Co. did not actively push their American order,” he reported.

The delay in the 4.7-inch field guns, he reported, was be-
cause an American type had been decided upon. He reported
further that only the heavy type of howitzer, the British type,
was being manufactured—fifth section from top of page
10228.

He reported that the cause for the delay in artillery was
that the contracts were “not entered into until late in 1917
or early in 1918.” He goes on:

Starting first with the element of steel, the specifications adopted
by the Ordnance Department differed quite radically from the
specifications which the French Government have standardized.

And so on and so forth. Here, Mr. President, let the REcorp
note that from which I have quoted is to be found at page
10228, sixth section from the top, in the Senate Munitions
Committee Hearings.

Mr. MINTON. Mr, President, will the Senator again yield?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

Mr. MINTON. The Senator has been talking about other
guns than 75’s. The gun I was talking about was the 75-
millimeter gun. The Senator has been talking about 4.7's
and howitzers, and so forth. But the French 75 was ad-
mitted by everyone who knows anything about artillery, and
of course the Senator from North Dakota knows a great
deal about it, to be the best shooting piece of artillery in the
world. The reason the American Army adopted the French
75 and used it extensively, and almost exclusively in the
World War was because it was the best piece of artillery,
and I say again, thank God that the machinery of America
was geared to make the French 75, and shells for the French
75, because that was the best gun we had with which to arm
men on the allied side and our side in the World War.

Mr. NYE. Which does not alter the fact that there was
a moment when the War Industries Board had no knowledge
that the French gun was a better gun than the one they
wanted to produce according to United States specifications.

In other words, our artillery-making plants were tooled
up only to British and French specifications.

The investigator found general delay and disorganization, .

but nothing at all backing up Mr. Baker’s statement that
there were no munitions companies, The delay and dis-
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organization was, according to Mr. Summers, and also ac-
cording to the chairman of the production committee, Mr.
Vauclain, exhibits 3985 and 3986, due with respect to artil-
lery to constant changes of design by Mr. Baker’s own War
Department.

Nor can I quite let pass without a word the comments of
the Senator from Kentucky in regard to the destruction of
American ships during the World War. The list of the ships
that he gave us on October 19, to be found on page 607 of the
RECORD, is identical with the list I placed in the Recorp on
October 13.

Only the interpretation of what these facts mean is in dis-
pute. In regard to the Gulflight, it is important to note that
she was under armed British convoy at the time she was
attacked, and was mistaken, so it was claimed, for a British
ship. In any event, the matter was adjusted by peaceful
diplomatic means between Germany and ourselves.

We did not go to war over the Gulflight or over any of the
other sinkings without loss of life up to March 1917. We
must realize, as it was realized by the State Department at
the time, that a blockade was being enforced by both sides.
Vessels traversing a blockade since time immemorial have
been seized and sunk. No nation claims the right to send its
ships with any cargo unscathed through a blockade. We did
not permit England to do it during the Civil War, and we
seized and sank many of her ships that tried it.

No; all the sinkings prior to March 12, 1917, may have given
rise to diplomatic friction, disputes as to the legal rights of
American shippers and German war vessels, but they were
not causes of war. The occasion of war was not the earlier
sinkings but the unrestricted submarine warfare, which was
proclaimed February 1, 1917, and put into force against us,
with the sinkings, with loss of life, of American vessels after
March 16, 1917.

But it is important to bear in mind that on March 12, 1917,
the President by Executive decree ordered the arming of
American merchant ships., That was when trouble for Ameri-
can ships started.

The law covering armed ships used by the State Department
in 1916 to justify permitting armed belligerent ships to use
our ports wag the decision of Justice Marshall in the Neriede
case.

Yet in that very decision Justice Marshall says this:

The celebrated case of the Swedish convoy has been pressed into

service. But that case decided no more than this, that a neutral
may arm but cannot by force resist a search (9 Cr. 429).

The dissenting opinion of Justice Story, dissenting not be-
cause he thought the Court went too far, but because he
thought it did not go far enough, expresses the Chief Justice’s
thought on armed ships with even more force:

An act perfectly lawful in a belligerent may be flagrantly wrong-
ful in a neutral; a belligerent may lawfully resist search, a neutral is

bound to submit to it; a belligerent may carry on his commerce by
force, a neutral cannot (9 Cr. 439).

I do not think I can add to Justice Story’s analysis of the
meaning of the Executive order of March 12, 1917. A neutral
cannot carry on its commerce by force. If it does, it is no
longer a neutral.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point a memorandum dated March 9,
1917, from the Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Daniels, to Presi-
dent Wilson, showing what part the case I have been refer-
ring to played in the’ decision as to whether or not the
United States should arm its merchantmen.

There being no objection, the memorandum was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[Excerpt from memorandum, March 8, 1817, from the Secretary

of the Navy (Danlels) to President Wilson: (Maritime Commerce

in War, Volume II, 1914-18, pp. 576-79) |

Admiral Benson is strongly of the opinion that the first thing
to be done would be to notify Germany that, in view of the
declaration that she intends to sink our ships without warning in
a certain zone, it is our purpose to arm our ships for protection.
He believes if this information is imparted, it is barely possible
that Germany might not carry out her threat. If we deny the
right of visit, Germany would declare that to be a warlike act,
and that we were responsible for bringing on war. It is entirely
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probable that the next step would be war. If we must enter it to
protect our rights and the lives of our people, I have felt we
ought to do nothing to put the responsibility for this step upon
our Government.

Last night I conferred with Admiral Palmer about the crews to
man guns., He has taken action, and sends this note, which I
thought you would like to read. It is as follows:

MarcH 9, 1917.
From: Bureau of Navigation.
To: Operations.
Bubject: Arming merchant vessels with naval gun crews and a
naval officer.

Before any action is taken the Becretary should know that the

presence of United States sailors (and an officer) on merchant
ships will probably be considered an act of war from the German
vi t.
?I'hat it is most probable that a German submarine, knowing an
American merchant vessel is armed, and has armed forces of the
United States on board, for the definite and sole purpose of
resisting attack of submarines, will attack without .

That the master of the merchant vessel and the naval officer
will believe the German submarine will attack without warning,
and therefore, for the safety of the vessel, passengers, United
States sailors, and crew, they will fire at the submarine on sight.

The Secretary should be fully informed on this subject before
final steps are taken to place 50 United States sailors and officers
on armed merchant vessels,

LEicH C. PALMER,

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NYE. I yield.

Mr. PEPPER. I want to ascertain whether I am correct
in my understanding of the point the Senator has made.
The point he made, from that reference, was that the United
States Government, being a neutral, had no right to arm its
merchant vessels?

Mr. NYE. That is correct.

Mr. PEPPER. The decision is that the vessels had no
right to arm themselves so as to resist search. Does it
follow from that that they had no right to arm themselves
to resist indiscriminate sinking without even any authority
to search? ]

Mr. NYE. No. It assumes simply that once a vessel
arms itself it ceases to be a neutral vessel entitled to the
consideration that ordinarily accrues to the vessels of neutral
nations.

Mr. PEPPER. If a belligerent power proposes to exercise
only its right of search of a neutral vessel there is a possi-
bility that it will find that there is no contraband, either
absolute or conditional, upon that vessel, and therefore there
is no violation of the rights of neutrality. No neutral ship
properly approached by a belligerent vessel has the right to
deny search. But if instead of insisting on the privilege to
search, which can legitimately be done by a vessel of a bel-
ligerent country, the belligerent vessel, without making any
effort to search, should indiscriminately sink the neutral
vessel, then I ask the Senator if he believes it would be
wrong for a neutral vessel, no matter how harmless may be
its character, to resist that kind of aggression?

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, it seems to me that that is
quite aside from the questicn. The point made is that a
neutral cannot carry on its commerce by force and remain
a neutral, and be entitled to the consideration due to a
neutral.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Senator says that a
neutral may not carry on its commerce by force. Suppose
a belligerent power attempts to do the unlawful—and there
is such a thing as international law that restrains even a
belligerent power—in the absence of an international police
force, what force except the neutral’'s force is there to
protect the neutral against the violation of its right through
the unlawful exercise by the belligerent of its asserted
right?

Mr. NYE. I will say there is nothing except the neutral’s
will to do that act which becomes of itself an act of war.
We had ample demonstration in 1914, 1915, 19186, even early
in 1917, that we had not one thing to say about what was
and what was not international law, or what were the rights
of neutrals on the high seas. Every time we called Britain’s
attention to her violations of our rights she twiddled her
fingers at us to the point where ultimately we find a Secretary
of State saying that the notes of protest which were dis-
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patched fo Great Britain because of these violations were
never intended to be taken seriously; that they were only
intended to drag out a long controversy and aveid the neces-
sity of a decision upon it.

Mr. PEPPER. Was not the order for American merchant
vessels to arm themselves issued after the German Govern-
ment announced indiscriminate submarine warfare upon all

~ s

Mr. NYE. Yes; it was.

Mr. President, to repeat, a neutral cannot carry on its com-
merce by force. It is no longer a neutral when it does so.
With our own ships, as with belligerent ships, our legal
troubles with Germany turned invariably on the problem of
armed merchant ships. We held that though they could sink
a submarine on sight, still the submarine could not sink them
on sight. By doing so we backed away from the sound
principles of our own law and equally the laws of all na-
tions, that whoever on land or sea is entitled to resist with
arms is also subject to attack with arms.

As Justice Marshall held in the Neriede case:

She does not rove over the ocean, hurling the thunders of war,
while sheltered by the clive branch of peace. * * * She is an
open and declared belligerent; all the rights and subject
to all the dangers of the belligerent character. She conveys neutral
property * * * which encounters the hazard incident to its
situation (9 Cr. 430).

In the same case, in the concurring opinion of Justice
Johnson, we find this conelusion:

The general rule, the incontestable principle, is that a neutral
has the right to employ a belligerent carrier., He exposes himself
thereby to capture * * * (9 Cr. 432).

That is, to all the damage incident to armed capture, which,
of course, includes being sunk.

Again, Justice Story dissented because he believed that the
Court did not go far enough, He felt that on armed ships
of belligerents there was no neutrality whatever,

“Why,” he asks—

should a neutral be permitted to do that indirectly which he is
prohibited from doing directly? Why should he aid the enemy by
glving extraordinary freight for belligerent ships, sailing under
belligerent convoy, with the avowed purpose of escaping from
search and often with the concealed intention of aiding belliger-
ent commerce, and yet claim the benefits of the most impartial
conduct? (9 Cr. 446).

Again, continuing to quote Justice Story:

In the first place, it is to be considered, whether a neutral ship-
per has a right to put his property on board of an armed belliger-
ent ship, without violating his neutral duties? * * * What
would be the consequences, if neutrals might lawfully carry on all
their commerce in the frigates and ships of war of another bellig-
erent sovereign? That there would be a perfect identity of inter-
ests and of objects, of assistance and of immunity, between the
parties. The most gross frauds and hostile enterprises would be
carried on under neutral disgulses, and the right of search would
become as utterly insignificant in practice as if it were extinguished
by the common consent of nations. * * * Such false and hol-
low neutrality would be infinitely more injurious than the most
active warfare. It would strip from the conqueror all the fruits
of victory and lay them at the feet of those whose singular merit
would consist in evading his rights, if not, in collusively aiding his
enemy. It is not, therefore, to be admitted, that a neutral may
Jawfully place his goods under armed protection, on board of an
enemy ship. Nor can it be at all material whether such armed
ship be commissioned or not; that is an affair exclusively between
a sovereign and his own subjects, but is utterly unimportant to
the neutral. For whether the armament be employed for offense,
or for defense, in respect to third parties the peril and the obstruc-
tion to the right of search are equally complete (9 Cr, 448),

Justice Story ends with these words:

Had this been an ordinary case, I should have contented myself
with silence; but believing that no more important or interesting
question ever came before a prize tribunal, and that the national
rights, suspended on it, are of infinite moment to the maritime
world, I have thought it not unfit to pronounce my own opinion.
* ¢ * (9 Cr. 455).

Not being conversant with the law as a lawyer, nevertheless,
I think I shall not be disputed when I say that of all the
legal minds this country has known, none was greater on
maritime law than Mr. Justice Story.

It was tragic that in the last war we failed to follow the
clear analysis of the problem of armed ships left for us in all
Instead, we supported the
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impossible, illogical position that an armed ship could defend
herself but was not subject to attack; that she could lawfully
inflict death and injury on others, and yet remain exempt
from death and injury inflicted on her.

This same dangerous and illogical position may still be
held by the present administration, and certainly is not ended
by the pending joint resolution. 2

The Senator from Kentucky urged us to pass the joint
resolution to prevent another such horrible disaster as that of
the Lusitania. He pictured what would happen if the Lusi-
tania were to sail on her fatal voyage today. He told us:

The 124 Americans would have been murdered, in violation of
the law of nations, under the present law and under the embargo
which is now in force,

I do not understand what the Senator could have had in
mind. The present law, passed in 1937, forbids Americans to
travel on belligerent ships. This is the provision:

Sec. 9. Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation
under the authority of section 1 of this act, it shall thereafter be
unlawful for any citizen of the United States to travel on any vessel
of the state or states named in such proclamation, except in accord-
ance with such rules and regulations as the President shall prescribe.

Perhaps the Senator can explain how the Lusilania disaster
could occur today under that law?

Later in his address the Senator discussed the Gulflight
incident and correctly pointed out that under the present law
this incident would not have been avoided. He asked if the
Gulflight incident could have been avoided under this joint
resolution. He assured us it could be. He said:

Every Senator knows that it could not only not have sailed with
such a cargo, but could not have sailed at all, with or without a
cargo, destined for a belligerent country.

Mr. President, I do not know that to be the case. I only
know that under the terms of the joint resolution the Gulflight
could not have sailed to a belligerent port, but I do not know
that her cargo could not have been destined for a belligerent.

Still later the Senator from Kentucky said this:

The law we are proposing will keep American ships and American

cargoes and American sailors and American travelers out of the
present regions of danger.

The Senator from Kentucky said further:

No American ship nor its crew can therefore be within the range
of destruction by the kind of sea warfare which occurred in the
World War, or is likely to occur in this one, No category of arms,
ammunition, or implements of war can be carried in our ships
under any condition.

Mr. President, I can find no provision in the joint reso-
lution which affords such safeguards.

What I find that the joint resolution does is to forbid
American ships to go to belligerent ports. It does not pre-
vent their carrying cargoes—including arms and ammuni-
tion—to neutral ports for transshipment to belligerents. I
can find nothing in the joint resolution that in and of itself
will prevent an American ship from landing arms and am-
munition at Ostend, Belgium, for transshipment to the
French armies, or the German armies for that matter.

The joint resclution gives the President power to define
combat areas; and it is the definition of those areas, not the
resolution itself, which will determine whether or not
American ships and American crews will be seeking to land
arms and ammunition at Ostend or any other neutral port
in Europe.

In the first place, it is important to note that the proclama-
tion called for under section 1 does not require the estab-
lishment of a combat area at all. An additional proclama-
tion is required under section 3. It says in section 3, word
for word, that if after issuing a proclamation under section
1 “he shall thereafter find that the protection of citizens of
the United States so requires” he shall then issue another
proclamation defining combat areas. Two proclamations
are required to establish combat areas.

But that discretion does not operate in a vacuum. This
joint resolution lays down the principles on which it is to
operate. Everything in this joint resolution prior to section

10 is to operate in accordance with the principles and .
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guides to policy laid down in section 1. These are instruc-
tions from the Congress to the President; this is what they
say, that he shall issue a proclamation when—

It is necessary to promote the security or preserve the peace of
the United States or to protect the lives of citizens.

He is given three guides to policy: security, peace, lives.

By what warrant can it be said that an arms trade or oil
trade or any other trade to the European neutrals for trans-
shipment to the Allies must necessarily be considered inimi-
cal to the security, peace, and lives of the United States?

Let us consider security. We have word from excellent
sources close to the President, we have inferences from his
own words, that he considers the security and peace of the
United States involved in the allied cause, that both would
be promoted by allied victory. Are we not therefore telling
him that on two of the three principles laid down in this
joint resolution not only may he but possibly it is his duty,
as he sees it and we understand it, to help the Allies by let-
ting American ships carry cargoes to them indirectly? If
that process endangers the third principle, American lives,
then, and then only, the combat areas of section 3 are to be
established.

What are the principles under which the combat areas
are to be established? The first two, of course, which run
through the entire joint resolution, the security and peace
of the United States; third, lives; and then, note this: Sec-
tion 3 does not read “save the lives of citizens.” It reads
“protection of citizens”; and the protection of a citizen is not
conly the protection of his person but his property.

What might it not mean? The combat areas for the “pro-
tection of citizens” are to be traversed only in accordance
with rules and regulations prescribed by the President.
What rules and regulations? In defining a combat area and
laying down rules and regulations to preserve the security
and peace of the United States and protect its citizens,
would it not be possible to provide that American vessels
could proceed to Ostend loaded with arms for the British
and French? What in this joint resolution would prevent
that? That would fulfill every requirement, legal and moral,
of the joint resolution.

It is useless to say that no such thing will come to pass;
that no American munitions carrier will go to neutral ports
with cargoes for the French and British Armies. The
power to do it is here. The law to do it is here. I believe
the moral justification for doing it is here. I am not sure
there is not even a moral duty to do it in order to preserve
the security and peace of the United States as the President
sees them, and as we are on notice that he sees them—that
the security and peace of the United States are involved in
allied success, as has been repeatedly stated by administra-
tion supporters on this floor.

Mr, President, if we do not want these things to be done,
why should we give the President the power to do them? If
the President does not want to do them surely he will not
want the power to do them, and surely the administration
supporters would be glad to add a simple amendment for-
bidding transit traffic without impairing any of the rest of
the President’s discretion, to the end that the Senate may
have a chance to pass upon them. Senators are going to
find an amendment offered proposing just that end.

In conclusion, Mr. President, neutrality is neutrality, not
partiality. We may, if we desire, be partial. We may, by
this joint resolution, by this formal act of our Government,
give aid to England and France if we want to do it; but, if
we do, we cannot then claim to be neutral. We cannot en-
gage in open partiality and then feel that there is a legal
and moral duty on the Germans to assist us in aiding their
enemies. We may declare war on Germany, but we have no
legal or moral right on earth to ask the Germans to help
us help their enemies’ war commerce; yet that is what we
shall be doing if we are going to send our ships to engage in
transit traffic through the European neutrals.

Are ‘we going to ask the Germans to let those ships
through? Would we ask the British to let similar cargoes
through into Germany?
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The consequences of partiality must be faced and ought
to be faced here and now. We must decide whether we
will attempt to send such ships through, and we must decide
now what we shall do if the Germans refuse to let them
through.

We have already decided that very question in regard to
England. We will not try to arm Germany through neutral
ports. We all know that. What shall we do about arming
England and France through neutral ports? Shall we forbid
it by defeating or amending this joint resolution? Shall we
permit it? If we permit it, what shall we do, Mr. President,
in the face of a German blockade applied through neutral
ports, as the British blockade is now applied through neutral
ports?

We cannot close our eyes and ears to the ruthless logic of
this thing. We cannot pretend that these ship provisions do
not bring us directly to the question of war against Germany.
We dare not leave the question unresolved unless we deliber-

ately wish to create an excuse for war, and create that excuse, -

of all things, in the guise of a neutrality measure.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I do not know whether or not
previous reference has been made today to this incident; but
this morning’s newspapers reveal not only the continued influx
of Duff Coopers and others from England to move into the
colleges and the universities and the churches of this land,
and preach the doctrine of a united front by the English-
speaking peoples, a doctrine dictating: “We must preserve the
English Fleet if we want to preserve and make stronger our
own national defense.” That was not the only news in the
newspapers this morning. Reference to any morning news-
paper will reveal that in an outstanding church of the United
States yesterday an outstanding clergyman gave voice to a
prayer for victory for one side engaged in the European war.

I wonder how much editorial kick-back there is going to
be about that incident this afternoon and tomorrow. I
wonder how much criticism there is going to be of that
kind of thing. I wish there might be much. There ought
to be much. I do not think there is going to be more than
a little, if any. But I rise, Mr. President, to ask, What
would be the reaction from coast to coast in this land of
ours today if perchance a German Lutheran minister had
delivered the same prayer in his church on yesterday, ex-
pressing a hope for victory for the German people? If that
had been true, Mr. President, I wonder instead how few
would have been those in this body who would not have
been on their feet today damning and condemning the use
to which some men were putting their opportunities to
prejudice, to lead a Nation in its thinking into a cause that
was wholly foreign to anything that was American.

Mr. President, I had hoped for more opportunity to speak
today; but, while I have not had a chance to go through
with a great deal of material that I should have liked to
go through, even though it had necessitated staying late
tonight, physically I am not prepared to continue. That
condition of affairs will not cause me to ask for any addi-
tional time, however, if there is any will or any ability now
to accomplish agreement in the Senate and consent in the
Senate, possibly, to the reasonable limitation of debate. In
other words, I do not want the fact that I have not been
able to finish my argument to stand in the way of that
sort of an agreement.

ExHIBEIT A

There is only one issue in the present neutrality debate. It is
this: Will taking sides in the present war in Eurcpe, will helping
England and France keep us out of war? The President and his
supporters think it will. I believe, on the contrary, that it is evi-
dent from the record of the last war that we cannot take sides in a
war and then stay out of it once our favorite side is in any danger
of losing that war.

This is the real issue and always has been. The legislation we
have been debating in the Senate is no neutrality bill. It is a bill to
take sides, a bill to throw our neutrality overboard. If the adminis-
tration was concerned, first and foremost, with writing a law to keep
us out of war, they would have used the present law as a base and
added to it the further safegyards we need. Under the present law
we have now in force an arms embargo against all belligerents, an
embargo against loans, a ban against Americans traveling on bel-
ligerent ships. The President and his supporters have announced
with terrific fanfare, “Ah, but we must have cash and carry.,” They
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have tried to make the country belleve we can only have cash and
carry or the arms embargo. Of course, that is completely untrue.
We can and should have both. Ve had both until the administra-
tion let cash and carry expire last May. I have been for cash and
carry since the first discussion of neutrality legislation in 1935.
But the administration blocked at every turn those of us who
fought for strong, mandatory neutrality in 19385, 1936, and 1937.

No, if the Bloom-Pittman bill was a bill primarily in the interest
of keeping the United States from taking any steps toward involve-
ment in the present gqueer war in Europe, let mre tell you what it
would include. It would retain the arms embargo, the loan em-
bargo, the ban against Americans traveling on belligerent ships
(all in our present law), and would add the readoption, in stronger
terms, of the cash-and-carry provision which lapsed May 1 of this
year, and a ban against the use of our ports to armed belligerent
merchant vessels, which are war ships. Finally, and this is most
important, their bill would have introduced a provision to restrict
the war boom which we can see coming and which can only end in
disaster for us. h

But we are asked to give up the arms embargo and get in its
place an alleged cash-and-carry provision—a provision which does
not in fact keep American ships out of the danger zones of Europe,
except at the President’s discretion. A provision which allows hun-
dreds of millions of Allied debts and obligations to be introduced
into our banking and industrial system. Under the pending bill
Allied bonds can be sold in this country and Allied obligations can
be pledged with American banks. The loopholes in the credit
restrictions are so great that the restrictions themselves are prac-
tically worthless, however much they may be praised by advocates
of embargo repeal.

Behind this present move to repeal the arms embargo is another
very positive desire—a desire to make use of Europe’s war as a cor=
rective of our own economic ills, as a kite to which to tie our busi-
ness and fly to prosperity, as the route to quick riches, high wages,
reduced agricultural surpluses, and profits.

Onmly 3 ago our President warned us against the very train
of events toward which he is now leading us. He said at Chau-
tauqua, August 14, 1936:

“Industrial and agricultural production for a war market may
give immense fortunes to a few men; for the Nation as a whole it
produces disaster. It was the prospect of war profits that made
our farmers in the West plow up prairie land that should never
have been plowed but should have been left for grazing cattle,
Today we are reaping the harvest of those war profits in the dust
storms which have devastated those war-plowed areas,

“It was the prospect of war profits that caused the extension of
monopoly and unjustified expansion of industry and a price level
50 high that the normal relationship between debtor and creditor
was destroyed.

- - . L L] - *

“If we face the cholce of profits or peace, the Nation will answer—
must answer—"We choose peace.’ It i1s the duty of all of us to
encourage such a body of public opinion in this country that the
answer will be clear and for all practical purposes unanimous.”

But today he tells us—I quote from his September 21 message to
Congress:

“From a purely material point of view, what is the advantage to
us in sending all manner of articles across the ocean for final
processing there when we could give employment to thousands by
doing it here?”

Let me warn you, American people, that just as soon as we accept
the fool’s gold of a war boom, just as soon as we allow our econ-
omy to become the slave of any set of belligerents, just as soon
as we grow temporarily fat on the blood money from the European
war, we will give up our own independence of action and find our-
selves drifting into the 1914-17 situation. Remember what Presi-
dent Wilson's official biographer wrote of that previous war trade:

“Thus by the end of the year 1914 the traflic in war materials
with the Allies had become deeply entrenched in America’s eco-
nomic organization, and the possibility of keeping out of the war
by the diplomacy of neutrality, no matter how skillfully conducted,
had reached the vanishing point. By October, perhaps earlier, our
case was lost.”

However determined men may be to avoid letting war abroad
cause desire for profit from that war, there are very definite influ-
ences in our land which smell and see wholesale death in the
making and want the United States to move in for the feast of
profits wholesale deaths may afford. This is disgusting to say
the least, yet we may as well face the facts and know that these
influences are at work. I read now from a front-page editorial
published In one of America’s first rank daily papers:

“Our materlal Interests lle with the English and the
French. * * * We have an immediate concern. The farmers
of the United States have just harvested a bumper wheat crop.
The corncribs of the Middle West still contain millions of bushels
of last year's crops. Wheat and corn prices are painfully low.
Burplus cotton bales are bursting warehouses in the South and a
new crop is on the way. Cotton 1s selling at starvation prices.
With war cutting off production in Europe there will be huge
armies as well as civilian populations to feed. * * * In our
cities are from ten to twelve million unemployed. Everywhere
there are idle factorles, capable of giving employment to the job-
less if they are permitted to fill the demands that cessation of
industry in warring countries will create. * * * TFinally there
are the industrialists * * * eager to resume full-time produc-
tion with the profits that would bring.”
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Disgusting, isn't 1t? But shall we, simply because it is disgusting,
turn our bhack upon it and refuse to see it? Isn't it better to
acknowledge that we do have in our ranks a consideration that
is not divorced from this appetite for profit when considering
America’s neutrality laws and its own national welfare?

Just get the picture of those who reason as the quoted newspaper
reasons: There are huge armies and civilian populations to feed;
come farmers, come factory owners, come factory workers, get up to
the trough; repeal the embargo, get your napkin on and enjoy this
feast; there is prosperity for us, if we will only feed Europe's
'war.

Those who will remember what followed our last feast at the
expense of a European war are going to fully appreciate the cold-
ness of men who will let themselves lead a people into repetition
of an experience which must be avoided at almost any cost. And
let us acknowledge, too, that such influence as that I have quoted
will grow and grow and grow in constant proportion to the extent
that the people give way and the Congress gives way to that influ-
ence through the weakening of the laws that were built to curb
that very appetite and influence.

And remember, any who are eager for quick war profits now, you
will be paying later in the blood of your sons and in the loss of your
own freedom.

A thing that ought to be causing concern is the assumption that
underlies one argument for abandoning the arms embargo. That
is the assumption that for us to embark on any other course than
to help Britain and France is unthinkable, the assumption that
to assure that “our side” wins is so great a good as to overshadow
all others.

I am speaking of the assumption that our first line of defense is
the British Fleet, that so long as the British Fleet remains
supreme, our shores are safe from attack. I am speaking
of the hypothesis that since the British Fleet .is so inval-
uable to our defense, we must aid Britain every time she gets
into a jam, which means we fight if Britain needs us, to preserve
her empire. I am speaking of the demand that we repeal the arms
embargo so that American supplies can continue to flow in a steady
stream across the Atlantic Ocean to back up the British nation
and enable it to maintain its fleet second to none.

Acceptance of these assumptions without examining them with
great care would brand us as derelict in our duty. Let us scruti-
nize the oft-expressed belief that we must, in our own interest,
help Britain win this war, a belief from which I heartily dissent,.

The demand that we help Britain now with our materials is part
and parcel of that same point of view that is always urging us to
hitch our wagon to the British star, willy nilly., One of its out-
standing spokesmen is the former Secretary of State Henry L. Stim-
son who said in a radio address a few weeks ago:

“I ask you, in all seriousness, cannot you, yourselves, see how the
security of the people of the United States will be affected by a
naval disaster to those two nations? If the fleets of France and
Great Britain should be beaten down by the danger that threatens
ithem today, have you any doubts as to the seriousness of the situa-
tion which would then confront us? Have you any doubts as to
the jeopardy in which our own American interests in this hemis-
phere would then be placed? * * * my view is that the se-
curity, present and future, of the United States and of its people
will be promoted by the repeal of the embargo and that such a
step will not tend to drag us into war. So long as Great Britain
and France are fighting and their forces command the seas, the
people of the United States cannot be dragged into war except by
their own deliberate volition.”

Now, what is this, if not a clarion call to the American people to
save the British fleet? Are we to understand that a great country
like the United States, a country rich in resources, in industry and
agriculture; a country that spent just under $2,000,000,000 last year
for its military and naval defense establishment, is so dependent
on the British fleet that we must go to the defense of that fleet
whenever it is involved in a dispute, to preserve and defend it so
that some day it may turn around and defend us? It doesn't make
sense on the very face of it.

When we realize what acceptance of that policy involves, it seems
to me that idea must have been conceived in the brain of the
mad hatter.

If we are to save the British fleet, that means that we shall go to
Britain’'s rescue every time the empire is threatened. It means that
just as we did 22 years ago, every 5 or 10 or 20 or 30 years we can
count on a military expedition in which American lives will be lost
in order to hold together the topheavy and far-flung structure of
the British Empire.

It means, in effect, that we contract in the binding ceremony
of war for an endless series of wars. It is the same as saying,
“Britain, I take thee to be my lawful wedded defender, and I am
thine; for richer, for poorer; for better, for worse; in any threat to
thy far-flung empire, and in good times, thee can count on me to
see thee through, even if it means going to the ends of the earth;
till war destroys us completely. Amen.”

It would be a mésalliance, not in the sense that either Britaln
or the United States is inferior to the other, but in the sense that
as a wedding partner Britain is entirely unsuited to our needs, as
I shall show.

A sensible policy for any nation is one that is firmly based on
enlightened self-interest. And in a world of chaocs—conviction be-
comes ever deeper that the United States should pursue a policy
that is to her own best interest. That means a policy that is
geared to the needs and happiness of our own people,
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No nation is so fortunate as the United States in having been
situated by the hand of fate in so desirable a position. Few na-
tions are endowed with the natural resources and the natural
defenses that are ours. For these great blessings we can take no
credit to ourselves; they exist through no act of our own. Cir-
cumstances beyond our control simply dumped into our laps great
benefits that the disunited nations of Europe would pay a great
price to possess, It would be folly to fly in the face of Providence
and do anything that would in any sense abjure these blessings,
and that is just what we shall be starting out to do if we put our
first thoughts on attempting to help Britain every time it is endan-
gered through circumstances not of our making; indeed, circum-
stances largely of her own making.

What should our attitude be? I have seen nothing better than
the excellent statement by Charles Beard, the most eminent his-
torian of our time, on this point. I am quoting him:

“Europe has a set of ‘primary interests’ which have little or no
relation to us, and is constantly vexed by ‘ambition, rivalship, in-
terest, humor, or caprice’ The United States is a continental power
separated from Europe by a wide ocean which, despite all changes
in warfare, is still a powerful asset of defense. In the ordinary or
regular vicissitudes of European politics the United States should
not become implicated by any permanent ties. We should promote
‘We should steer clear of hates and
loves. We should maintain correct and formal relations with all
established governments without respect to their forms or their
religions, whether Christian, Mohammedan, or Shinto, or what have
you. Efforts of any European powers to seize more colonies or to
oppress Independent states in this hemisphere, or to extend their
systems of despotism to the New World will be regarded as a matter
of concern to the United States as soon as they are immediately
threatened and begin to assume tangible shape.”

That makes good and sound sense. It is based on realities, not on

any sentimental attachment for an old idea that may have out-
lived its usefulness. It is based on the “point of view of the in-
terest of the United States as a continental nation in this
hemisphere.”
. 'This is the doctrine George Washington first enunciated, the doc-
trine which James Monroe restated in 1823, the doctrine which we
:roltl;owed in all those years when our country was becoming a great
nation.

Buch policy is founded on solid rock. It is based on our impreg-
nable geographieal position and our practical national interests,
It is a policy that says that we shall wash our hands of all disputes
over territory, over rival imperialistic ambition over boundaries,
over forms of government, over national interests that do not affect
us, that says we shall not mix in affairs about which we know little
and which we cannot solve.

It is a policy that says that nothing is so important to us as the
welfare of our people and that we do not intend to be diverted
from long-time programs for their benefit by allurements of tem-
porary gain if we will but turn our eyes toward other continents
far to the east or to the west.

It is a policy that says we will have no truck with supporting one
alliance against another, realizing that alliances exist only for the
iriterest of those parties to them, and for preserving imperial
domains,

It is a policy which says that tying our future to the vicissitudes
of the British Empire, about whose administration we have abso-
lutely nothing to say, is sheer folly; that no gain we could possibly
imagine from assuring the preservation of the British Empire and
fleet would begin to compensate for the terrific losses we are sure
to incur—not only material losses but losses to our prestige, self-
respect, and national well-being.

It is a policy that says our national wealth and resources—
money, men, and materials—will never be handed to Britain or any
other power on a silver platter for the defense of interests that are
not ours.

It is a policy that to my mind flatly denles the thesis to which
many subscribe, the thesis that we must help Great Britain because
any threat to Britain is a threat to the British Fleet, and any threat
to the British Fleet is a threat to our defense. It is both short=-
sighted and unintelligent to feel that our security is based on the
continued existence of an empire which has been on the defensive
since the World War.

Then why are we casting our eyes across the broad stretches of
the Atlantic? Why do we even think of casting our lot with those
who quarrel over interests that are strictly European and have
nothing to do with the interest of the United States as a continental
nation in this hemisphere? We have not the slightest chance of
bringing about an end to the age-long struggles of Eurcpe. Even
the missionary zeal of some of those who want to bring light into
dark places cannot settle Europe’s troubles. Then why adopt a
policy that will set our feet in the path that ultimately leads
straight into the whirlpool of Europe's conflicting interests?

Such a policy is beautifully damned by Historian Beard as
“quixotic for the reason that it is not based upon a realistic com-
prehension of the long-time history of Europe and Asia and of the
limited power which the United States has over the underlying
economies and interests of those two continents, It assumes that
the United States can in fact bring those continents into a kind
of stable equilibrium, assure them the materials of a peaceful eco-
nomiec life, and close their history in a grand conference of the
powers—perhaps as successfully as Locarno. It assumes that some-
body in the White House or State Department can calculate the
consequences likely to come out of the explosive forces which are
hidden in the civilization of those immense areas. Does anyone
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in this country really know what is going on in Europe, behind the
headlines, underneath the diplomatic documents?”

What do we know about the wheels within wheels that are
spinning the European continent at such a giddy pace? Who
knows now what new threat is materializing to give Britain a case of
the jitters over a distant part of her Empire? Has anyone a clear
idea of what Russia’s intentions are? Do we know how far she
intends to go in the Balkans? Will she in time have such free
access to the gateway to the East that Britain will declare her
lifeline to be threatened?

If that does happen, and Britain needs help, we can be sure we
shall be notified and in terms that are alluring to those who are
not averse to fighting a war so long as the appeal to fight is clothed
in ideological raiment. We can be very sure that a resounding moral
basis for war will be present.

Do any of us know what the real war aims of England and France
are? Do we know what ending Hitlerism means in ierms of the
basic economic and political problems of Europe—problems which
ending Hitlerism will not solve? Do we have any picture of Eng-
Jand and Prance repentant of their disastrous post-World War
diplomacy, planning now to build a new and peaceful Europe after
this present conflict?

If we accept a manufactured “moral base” as an excuse for giving
our aid to keep Russia or any other power from expanding at the
expense of Britain’s far-flung interests, remember that it will be in
Britain’s interest, not ours, because our interests are separate, Our
future lies in our development within the area circumscribed for us
by the hand of fate—the Western Hemisphere.

Of course, some who advocate lifting the embargo on the ground
that we should help Britain may feel that our last expedition to
help Britain was worth it. Many times the economic, military, and
spiritual losses we incurred in that little crusade of over 20 years
ago have been weighed. Perhaps some think it was worth it. But
I do not. And I do not believe that the millions of men and
women who paid out of their hearts and pocketbooks think it was
worth it. And I am opposed, as they are, to doing it again.

There is a new factor in the situation today which should not
be lost sight of. Those Americans who lock upon the British fleet
as our first line of defense may, in the course of the next few
months, have to revise their views as to the efficiency of battle
fleets in meeting the now highly developed weapons of war exempli-
fied in the submarine and the bombing plane. It may be that we
are seeing the days of the end of fleets as effective bluckading in-
struments or as commerce destroyers. If important units o the
Pritish fleet can be sunk in its own seas it ought to be fairly clear
that a hostile fleet far from its base can be sunk by our airplanes
and submarines if ever it attempts to fight a battle or guard an
invasion 4,000 or 6,000 miles from its home base. The sinking of
two of Britain's fine warships—the Courageous and the Royal Oak—
bring up these considerations. We may, in the next few months,
see @ test of the heavy battleship versus the bombing plane. Who
knows now what the outcome would be?

There are forces at work in the world today which make it
hazardous to gamble on the permanent stability of the British
Empire—forces over which we have no control, the rise of Japan
in the East, the ng nationalist movements in India and
Egypt, the threat to Britain's interests in the Near East, and
India implicit in the new Soviet imperialism. Are we willing
to underwrite the British Empire in an attempt to hold these
forces in leash? Do we have any alternative once we commit
ourselves to the preservation of the British Empire?

Even yet we do not know what Britain's war aims are. The
veteran Lloyd George has been hammering at Prime Minister
Chamberlain for days in an effort to win a statement of what
Britain is fighting for. So far the answers have been evasive,
The witty Mr. Shaw wrote an article in which he, too, ralsed the
question of war alms.

If the British people are willing to continue supporting this
war without a clear statement of just what they are fighting for,
that is their business. But it is our business when we are asked
to give help to Britain to win its war.

A war to “stop Hitler” some say. Of course—I know that answer.
And so does everybody else in the world today who has eyes to
read a newspaper or ears to hear the blare of the radio or a heart
to sense the ominous rumble that is shaking the whole world.
I know that. But I do not know what “stopping Hitler” or
“ending Hitlerism” means in terms of the concrete problems of
central and eastern Europe. Do the British and French Gov-
ernments have an alternative for nazi-ism in Germany or fascism
in Italy, or the more or less complete dictatorships in the Balkan
nations? Do we know that they are planning to do all those
things they left undone during the post-Versailles days?

To identify ourselves with the British Empire seems foolhardy,
especially when our own destiny is so clearly defined as being
separate from Europe.

This is a dynamic world, It is time we packed away in moth
balls a sentimental attachment for an aging concept which
dynamic forces are rendering impotent. It is time we made up
our minds to create a tradition of our own, to pursue a foreign
policy rooted in our own interests. The actions growing out of
that policy will have to be indigenous to American interests and
American understanding. It will have to be a hardheaded, prac-
tical policy, based squarely on our practical American national
interest.

That means that our destiny will be worked out primarily
within the confines of the Western Hemisphere. The way was
pointed to that as far back as 1823 by James Monroe.
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The Western Hemisphere offers a broad enough theater for the
development of our national interest. To extend our commit-
ments beyond that point would be to overreach ourse.ves. Within
the Western Hemisphere there are adequate natural resources,
with few exceptions, to supply the needs of the 130,000,000 citi-
zens of the United States, the 37,000,000 Brazilians, the 10,000,000
Argentineans, and the rest of the approximately 230,000,000 people
that make up the Pan American nations. There are facts and
figures showing how well equipped this hemisphere is in natural
resources. The only major shortage is rubber. And Brazil can
produce adequate rubber supplies for the American nations if
capital and improved technical methods, which are available in
the United States, are introduced.

Militarily, the Western Hemisphere Is a compact unit capable of
comparatively easy defense against successful attack from outside
nations. We don’t need to follow in the train of Britain's inter-
ests in order to merit her support of our hemisphere against attack.
We in the Western Hemisphere can do our own job.

The best evidence given by impartial military experts, and not
by “crackpot” civillans, offers little encouragement to the belief
that the Western Hemisphere i1s vulnerable to successful attack.

.Maj. Gen. Johnson Hagood says:

“Considered from a defensive standpoint, America is the strong-
est military Nation on earth—that is, it is the easiest Nation to
prepare for defensive warfare. It would not take much to make it
invulnerable against any nation or any combination of nations
that could possibly be brought against it.

“The fashion of the day is to minimize the strategic strength of
the two great oceans on our east and west and to discount the
enormous difficulties that these trackless seas would impose upon
our would-be invaders.”

Hanson Baldwin, recognized as a military and naval expert, has
gone so far as to say, even before we launched the big-navy pro-
gram over a year ago, that the Army and Navy are “prepared to
defend both coasts of the United States against simultaneous in-
vasion, and at the same time to protect Hawaii, Panama, Alaska,
and probably South America from any attacks that can reasonably
be foreseen.”

Admiral William S. Sims, commander of the American Fleet In
European waters during the World War, said that the United
Btates was safe from attack because “no foreign power or group of
powers can operate across the ocean and stand in combat with the
American Navy and planes operating from home bases.”

These authorities and others base their belief in our safety from
attack primarily on our geographical position. As Gen. Douglas
MacArthur, formerly Chief of Staff of the American Army, puts it:

“The protective value of isclation has time and time again been
demonstrated in military history. No other operation in warfare
is so difficult as that of transporting, supplying, and protecting an
army committed to an overseas expedition.”

Major Ellot, in his book The Ramparts We Watch, places the
effective operating range of a modern fleet at “* * * about 2,600
sea-miles at best, probably nearer 2,000 under war conditions.” This
estimate is supported by Ma]. Gen. William C. Rivers, United States
Army, retired, who says that “a modern warship is so tied to a base
that it can operate but 2,600 miles away—then back to the base for
fuel, supplies, and repairs.”

On the possibility of air attacks against us, Major Eliot says:

“The question of whether we shall within the foreseeable future
be liable to air attack by direct flight across the oceans may be an-
swered by a decided negative, as far as anything more than tip-and-
run ralds are concerned. * * *

“Therefore, the maximum radius of action of 1,600 miles, which
might be thought possible on the basis of the existing world’s rec-
ord, must be still further reduced in war. * * * Planes which
did not expect to return might raid our coasts, but no nation has
enough long-range bombers and highly trained crews to waste them
in enterprises of this nature, for which the military return is likely
to be incommensurate with the results achieved, still less so with
the loss of the whole attacking force.”

The scare propaganda that the United States might be invaded
successiully by an enemy is completely without foundation. I have
not heard a single military or naval expert who subscribed to that
belief. Our unusual geographic position, our excellent Navy, Army,
and air force are, in fact, a protection the equal of which no other
nation in the world possesses.

Economically, the nations of the South and the North American
Continent are a complementary unit. South America is rich in op-
portunities. The interiors of such enormous countries as Brazil are
waiting to be opened up and developed. FPolitically, we have much
in common with our sister nations to the south. Many of them
were born out of struggle against oppression. They are pioneer
nations. I am quite aware that many of the South American re-
publics are democracies in name only, but I believe that the will
toward democratic practice exists, and that when the dissatisfaction
growing out of poverty, out of the scramble for power that occurs
in any nation in which there is not enough to go around, can be
satisfied by increasing the prosperity of these countries democracy
will develop. In helping this development the United States has
both opportunities and responsibilities.

Culturally, the north and the south should be mutually stimu-
lating. Out of our north European background and out of the
Latin heritage of the nations to the south should emerge an ex-
change of ideas that will enrich the cultures of both. There is no
question of our adopting a missionary attitude to bring light into
the dark corners of South America. Our tradition has no deeper
roots than theirs. They have much to offer us.
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To summarize briefly, the nations of the Western Hemisphere to-
gether have a common destiny to work, a destiny that does not need
to wait for its fulfillment on the vicissitudes of the British Empire.
It is based on a realization that these nations have a common inter-
est. From the point of view of natural resources, from the point of
view of military, economie, political, and cultural considerations,
thelr interests are joined.

With this desirable condition right at our doorstep, it is folly to
glve it second place in our thoughts and actions. We need to con-
centrate our energies on developing the potentialities of the Western
Hemisphere, where our real interest lies.

Here is a task to challenge the best in every one of us. Here is a
destiny to werk out, a future to be built, not a past to be justified.

These considerations are important in our thinking as we move
toward the day when the measure now before this Congress is de-
cided. If the embargo on arms and ammunition is abandoned, that
means we shall have taken a step to ignore the challenge of the
Western Hemisphere and involve ourselves again in Eurcpe. If we
refuse to take any step toward involvement, we can resolutely set
our face toward the Western Hemisphere, toward the New World.
Here our real future lies.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I desire at this time to
renew the request I made on Saturday. All the Members
of the Senate assure me that they are anxious to bring the
discussion to a conclusion at the earliest possible date, and
reach a vote on amendments and on the joint resolution.
We are now entering the fourth week of debate, during
which every Senator has had ample opportunity to express
his views. We have not yet voted on a single amendment.

I think the whele country recognizes that the Senate has
had ample opportunity to discuss the joint resolution, and I
think there has been a reasonable disposition on both sides
to bring about an accommodation in regard to the final dis-
position of the measure. I do not think anyone can reason-
ably complain that those of us who have espoused the cause
of the resolution have sought in any way to hinder, handicap,
or restrict the fullest sort of debate on it.

All Senators seem imbued with the desire to finish the
consideration of the joint resolution and vote on it during
the present week, and I certainly share that hope. To that
end, I ask unanimous consent that beginning tomorrow no
Senator shall speak more than once or longer than 1 hour
on the joint resolution, or more than once or longer than 30
minutes on any amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, in the first place, I should
want to offer some suggestions as to a modification of the
proposal made by the Senator from Kentucky. I think he
should omit the provision that no Senator should speak
more than once, in the application of the order to amend-
ments and the joint resolution itself, so that a Senator might
not speak more than an hour in toto.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have discussed that feature with a
number of Senators, and one or two at least desire to offer
amendments, and they fear that if they exhaust the 30 min-
utes, or whatever we agree on, in one speech, they might
want a few minutes in which to reply to some other Sen-
ator, and I have no objection to that process.

I will modify the request in this respect, that beginning
tomorrow no Senator shall speak in the aggregate more than
45 minutes on the joint resolution or in the aggregate more
than 45 minutes on any amendment. That would still give
an hour and a half, and it would permit a Senator to divide
his speech, if he is advocating or is opposed to an amend-
ment, into more than one speech on the subject.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I have conferred again
tcday with a number of Senators, and I find most of them
in accord with the proposal now made by the Senator from
Kentucky. I am advised by the able Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Jounson] that he desires to call a meeting of
his group opposed to repeal for tomorrow, to consider the
matter, and that he will not be ready to report on the pro-
posal until the meeting of the Senate tomorrow. There-
fore, at this time I must enter a second objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in view of the fact that
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Crark] discussed at some
length today the book written by Mr. Cherne, and the fore-
word written by Assistant Secretary of War Louis Johnson,
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I ask unanimous consent that the foreword be inserted in
the Recorp at this point.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there obejction?
There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From Adjusting Your Business to War, by Leo M. Cherne]
FOREWORD

The battlefield effort of modern war has become of itself a mon-
strous thing. The progress of science has created weapons which
will require for their use or for defense against them the products
of practically the whole of modern industry in quantities far exceed-
ing their peacetime production. Truly, modern war has become not
only a conflict of soldiers but of economic systems, and, other things
being equal, the timely and effective mobilization of industry and
contrel of economic resources will determine the final outcome.

The United States entered the World War with no plan for indus-
trial mobilization. This condition produced competition among
supply agencies, uneven distribution of the war load over industry,
unnecessary delay in production, an unbalanced production pro-
gram, unwarranted waste of Government funds, and finally a dis-
arrangement of the economic structure. Among other things, this
economic disarrangement brought about rapidly rising prices, food
and fuel shortages, transportation congestion, labor unrest, and suf-
fering and weakened morale among a large portion of the civilian
population.

To overcome these difficulties Congress granted such increased
powers to the war President as to place him in supreme control of
the economic effort. The war President thereupon mobilized indus-
try and resources and controlled this ponderous mass by super-
agencies under his direction. These developments, in the absence
of any predetermined plans, proceeded in what might be termed “a
trial and error fashion.” Action was taken as the necessity therefor
arose, or as experience proved that a previous method was inadequate
or impracticable. The war was nearly over before our national
resources had finally been mobilized for an effective, if not wholly
efficient, war effort.

Many valuable lessons may be drawn from the methods and
organizations employed during the World War. The most important
of these lessons are: (1) That an industrial mobilization plan is
necessary for adequate preparedness for future wars; (2) that tem-
porary Executive control and coordinating agencies must be set up
to act for and under the President, with delegated war powers which
expire with the close of the emergency. Such delegated war powers
thus do not tend to perpetuate themselves as might be the case if
such war powers were given by legislation to our existing peacetime
Government agencies and departments.

Foreign powers, having learned similar lessons, have already
adopted economic mobilization laws or regulations much more
dictatorial or restrictive in their application.

Our industrial mobilization plan attempts to anticipate the World
War difficulties in any future war and visualizes an orderly transi-
tion from a peace status to a maximum war effort, with the mini-
mum disruption to our peacetime methods and procedure, and with
post-war readjustment given careful consideration.

The need to inform the American business community of these
plans and of the reason for their existence is apparent from the very
extensiveness of the changes which war must of necessity impose
upon.private enterprise. The intelligent executive not only does his
business a service but alds immeasurably the plans for national
defense by understanding the adjustments business must make in
the event of an emergency.

The Tax Research Institute, in publishing Leo M. Cherne's
Adjusting Your Business to War, has effectively taken an important
step forward for the welfare of the business community and,
inseparably, for the furtherance of national defense.

Louts JOHNSON,
Assistant Secretary of War.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, inasmuch as there has
been a good deal of publicity given an address delivered
by Assistant Secretary of War Louis Johnson on “Lessons
from Poland,” at White Sulphur Springs, W. Va., on October
10, and apparently some misunderstanding of the address, I
ask unanimous consent that the address be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? There
being no objection it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, when I am
in a common enterprise with other men, all directing their
utmost energies in one direction, I feel they are all entitled
to know what is to be done, and to know exactly what is
before them. For that reason I said to the Senator from
Oregon that I would call for tomorrow morning a meeting
of all of the members of the group who constitute those
opposed to the repeal of the arms embargo, and submit to
them the exact situation. Although I have very little doubt
about it, I do not know with certainty what their conclusion
will be. I ask the Senator from Eentucky to have the
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Senate meet at the usual time tomorrow, so as to give us
an opportunity to have our meeting.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have no desire not to
accommodate the Senator from California. I had under-
stood that conferences had been in progress for the past
2 or 3 days on this subject. The Senator from Oregon as-
sured me last Saturday that he thought there might be a
chance to agree today, and I know the Senator from Oregon
has made every possible effort to confer with all Senators
interested in the subject. I have no desire to forestall the
opportunity of the Senator from California to have a meet-
ing of his group tomorrow morning.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I want the group to meet at
11 o’clock, the Senate may meet at 12, and we can reply at
once as to what the situation is.

Mr. BARKLEY. There are no committees holding meet-
ings.

Mr. JOENSON of California. I realize that.

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not see why the Senator’s group
could not meet at 10 o'clock.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Because of what the Sena-
tor knows to be a fact, that it is not possible to get Senators
together at 10 o’clock.

Mr. BARKLEY., Why not? Every other Government em-
ployee goes to work at 9, and all over this country men and
women go to work at 8 o’clock. Why cannot Senators get to
work at 10?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Because they are all very
busy men.

Mr. BARKLEY. Doing what?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Working.

Mr. BARKLEY. The committees of the Senate have not
held any hearings during the extraordinary session.

Mr., JOHNSON of California. Senators are working on
their mail in their offices. I hope the Senator will see fit to
have the Senate meet at 12 o’clock tomorrow instead of at 11.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from California assures me
that in his opinion we will really save time by permitting
his group to meet and discuss this matter and try to reach
an agreement, and of course I can rely on the Senator’s good
faith in the matter. I am therefore willing to move, at the
conclusion of business today, that the Senate recess until 12
o’clock noon tomorrow. But I hope the Senator will call his
group together and thresh this matter out and that he will
return with an understanding into which we can enter.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. We are going to thresh it
out: but each Senator is entitled to know what we are
going to do, and to have a part in doing it.

Mr. BARKLEY., I have no objection to that, of course.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Of course the Senator has
not, and I have not, and I insist that opportunity shall be
accorded.

Mr. BARKLEY. Very well.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the Senator from Kentucky
has just made a statement to the effect that no committees
of the Senate are meeting. In that I think the Senator is
in error. A committee under the able chairmanship of the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams] is meeting.

Mr. BARELEY. The Committee on Appropriations?

Mr. HATCH. No; it is a committee investigating the
wool industry, a special committee.

Mr. BARKLEY. I was not aware of that. The state-
ment I made is true generally that the committees of the
Senate are not meeting. If a special committee is holding
meetings, that still would not be in disagreement to the
statement that the committees generally are not meeting,

Mr., MINTON. Mr. President, this afternoon the very
able and amiable Senator from Missouri [Mr. Crark] and
the distinguished and zealous Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. NvE]l have held forth at great length. The Senator
from Missouri spoke about a bill that he was not against,
and he was not criticizing.

Mr. BAREKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.
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Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to say, and I do not say this in
any spirit except to advise Senators, that unless we can
tomorrow arrive at an understanding with respect to a
limitation of debate, I hope Senators who have dinner en-
gagements for tomorrow night will proceed to cancel them,
because we will make an effort to hold the Senate later
than the usual hour of adjournment.

Mr. MINTON. The Senator from Missouri, as I said
before, was not against the bill, and neither did he eriticize
it. But he built up a horrendous picture of what would
happen in this country if the measure were enacted. He
thought the measure was a good one—perhaps that is not
quite right—that the idea back of the measure was a good
idea.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
ator yield?

Mr, MINTON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I hope the Senator will not
put words in my mouth. I know what the Senator is
referring to.

Mr. MINTON. The Senator had an idea in mind with
which he was not in disharmony at all, namely that the
Government should go ahead and have some plans for its
own defense, even in times of peace. But he built up a
picture which frightened us all, even though we have had
our nerves steeled against the coming of Halloween.

Last night we heard over the radio the deep, sonorous
voice of the lion of the Rockies, the distinguished Senator
from Idaho [Mr. BoraHl, and the radio dripped with blood
as he charged that we were taking the first step toward
intervention. A horrible picture is being limned so as to
frighten the people of the country. All afternoon here on
the floor of the Senate we have seen this horrendous picture
being painted. The Senator from North Dakota took two
hours and a haif, and reached only letter B in the alphabet:
he took two hours and a half to demonstrate to the Senate
what nobody disputed, that there was a munitions industry
in this country. He painted a frightful picture of the terrible
munitions industry, which he never charged, and no member
of his committee ever charged, ever led this country into any
war.

I assert now, and I challenge any Senator on the other
side to dispute it, that never in the history of our country
or in the history of any other country did the sale of
munitions ever drag a country into war.

Oh, but we have before us a horrible picture. Ghosts and
goblins and bogeymen are conjured up by the Senator from
Missouri, by the Senator from North Dakota, and by the
Senator from Idaho. They describe the horrible things that
may cccur if this, that, and the other happens, or if this is
not done, and that is not done, and the other is not done,
Horrible, terrible pictures are conjured up.

Mr. President, they remind me of the old maid down
in southern Indiana. A friend came up to her as she
was sitting beside a cistern weeping as if her heart would .
break. Her friend say, “Why, Mandy, what in the world
are you crying so about?” “Oh,” she said, “I was just
thinking; suppose I was married and had a baby, and it
fell into this cistern and drowned, wouldn’t that be awful!”
[Laughter.] So it is with the Senators who are conjuring
up these frightful pictures here on the eve of Halloween.

The Senator from North Dakota said with much force
and vehemence, “I will not be diverted from my proof that
there is a munitions industry.” Of course not. You could
not divert him if you tried. He has been out proving it
to the people of the country on every lecture platform
throughout the country, at so much a demonstration—I
do not know how much. I do not know how much Du Pont
made on his investment in the munitions industry since
1935, but I dare say the Senator from North Dakota has
made more from his lectures on munitions than Du Pont
has made.

The Senator from North Dakota said that when the
pages of history are written—ah, the pages of history—
when they are written about this debate, thus and so would

Mr. President, will the Sen-
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be recorded. But I dare say that the historian, when he
writes the history of this debate, will have a very difficult
time following the peregrinations of the Senator from North
Dakota. He has been on every side of the question since
the question of arms embargo has been discussed in the
Congress of the United States. Awhile ago in anwser to
a question by the Senator from West Virginia [Mr, Hovrrl,
the Senator from North Dakota said that he did not give
a tinker’s dam about London or Paris or Berlin. But I
asked the Senator from North Dakota, How about Madrid?
We have a neutrality law which contains provisions with
reference to embargo, and the same embargo applied to
Spain that now applies in the war which is going on across
the water today. It is identically the same law, sponsored
then by the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator from North Da-
kota is not present, but I am certain that the Senator from
Indiana does not desire to misrepresent the circumstances.
The act which applied to Spain was not part of the original
Neutrality Act, and the Senator from North Dakota had
nothing whatever to do with proposing it. As a matter of
fact, I think he was the only Senator on the floor who raised
an objection to it. It was brought forward on the first day
of the session, after the civil war had already developed in
Spain, and it was put through here under whip and spur on
the first day of the session. The measure was introduced by
the chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, the Sena-
tor from Nevada [Mr. Prrtman], with the understanding
that it had been sent up from the State Department, and
that it was necessary to adopt it on that day, due to the fact
that a ship loaded for loyalist Spain was about to sail. I do
not think it is fair to say that the Senator from North Dakota
had anything to do with it, because I am very certain that he
did not.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr, PITTMAN. I think the situation should be stated en-
tirely correctly. The chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee did introduce the measure dealing exclusively with
Spain by name, by reason of an emergency, as the State De-~
partment saw it. The Senator from Missouri on the floor
objected to it being applied solely to Spain, and stated that
it should have general application.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield to me for the purpose of asking a question?

Mr. MINTON. Yes; I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I asked the question of the Sen-
ator from Nevada, why there was any reason for applying it
to one country and not to all? The Senator will recall that
I did not object to its consideration and did not vote against
its adoption but did inquire of him why it should be applied
to one particular country without regard to other countries.
The Senator from Nevada, as I recall—not having read the
Recorp lately—said that he agreed entirely with that pro-
posal, and when the later amendment to the then existing
Neutrality Act came in, the provision was extended to apply
to civil wars in other countries—that is, in countries other
than Spain. Is that not a correct statement? .

Mr. PITTMAN. That is true. I stated at the time that it
was to meet an emergency which we knew existed, but later
on when we considered the 1937 act we incorporated in the
act a provision applying not only to Spain but to all other
countries.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is true. I was in favor of
that provision then, and I am in favor of it now.

Mr. PITTMAN. And it was supported by the Senator from
Missouri.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. There is no question about that.

Mr. PITTMAN. I wish the Recorp to show that.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. But when the Senator from
Indiana states that the Senator from North Dakota was one
of the sponsors, I am certain he is mistaken.
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Mr. PITTMAN. I think the Recorp will disclose that all
Senators who at that time favored the embargo favored that
provision in the joint resolution.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. So far as I am concerned, I am
entirely prepared to believe that. I think the amendment
with regard to Spain passed the Senate without a dissenting
vote, and the Senator from North Dakota was the only one
who raised any question or objection with respect to it.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, so far as I can find, the
REecorp does not reveal any objection on the part of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. I think if we read the REecorp
through we shall find that he claims eredit for the Munitions
Committee, of which the Senator from Missouri was a mem-
ber with the Senator from North Dakota, for obtaining such
embargo legislation as we have. The fact remains that the
Congress of the United States in January and May of 1937
passed the joint resolutions which constitute the existing
neutrality law. The Senator from Nerth Dakota had from
January until May to say something about it if he was not
pleased; but, so far as I can find, the Senator from North
Dakota did not have anything to say until May 2, 1938; and
on May 2, 1938, the Senator from North Dakota—the same
Senator who has been standing on the floor of the Senate
during the debate on this joint resolution, and who has con-
sumed about 6 hours of time in pointing out how the repeal
of the embargo would lead us into war, how it would be the
first step toward war, and all the other horrible things
which would follow in its train—that same Senator, speak-
ing about the same measure, and with the same embargo in
mind, on May 2, 1938, wanted to lift the embargo on arms,
ammunition, and implements of war which applied against
Spain. He wanted to lift it as against Spain. He wanted to
lift the same embargo which he now does not want to have
lifted in the war which exists in Europe today.

He introduced in the Senate of the United States a joint
resolution, to do what? To tighten the embargo? To keep
the embargo as it then was, so that it would keep us from
taking the first step toward war? Did he want to keep our
hands clean? Did he want to keep the blood off our hands
by having us refrain from this terrible business of dealing in
munitions? Not at all. He wanted to lift the embargo and
send munitions and implements of war into Spain—the same
embargo to which we are referring today.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. HATCH. Was there a war in progress in Spain at the
time the joint resolution was introduced?

Mr. MINTON. Yes.

Mr. HATCH. Would it have been an unneutral act at that
time to change the law?

Mr. MINTON. Yes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
yield at that point?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course, the original joint reso-
lution imposing the embargo was passed after the civil war
had developed in Spain; and, as I understand, it was the con-
tention of the Senator from North Dakota—it so happens
that I was not in agreement with the Senator from North
Dakota——

Mr. MINTON. We will get to the contention of the Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It so happens that I was not in
agreement with the Senator from North Dakota about lifting
that embargo. However, in answer to what the Senator
from New Mexico has said, it is a very poor analogy, because
the embargo has been adopted after the civil war had
developed in Spain.

Mr. HATCH, Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, MINTON. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. The Senator from New Mexico was making
no analogy. He was merely asking a question.

Mr. CONNALLY and Mr. NYE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Indiana yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr, President, will the Senator
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Mr. MINTON. I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, in answer to the Senator
from Missouri, I understand that the Senator from Indiana
is about to give the interpretation of the Senator from
North Dakota on his own action, rather than the interpreta-
tion the Senator from Missouri now seeks, nunc pro tunc, to
put in the mouth of the Senator from North Dakota as of
May 2, 1938. Is that not correct?

Mr. MINTON. Yes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I was answering something sug-
gested by the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Harcu].

Mr. CONNALLY. I think it is well to take what the Sena=
tor from North Dakota said he meant, rather than what
the Senator from Missouri now says he ought to have meant.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, I do not wish to delay the
Senator from Indiana. However, the Senator from Texas
evidently has been inattentive to what has been going on in
the Senate, because the only suggestion I made as fo what
the Senator from North Dakota meant was in reply to the
suggestion of the Senator from New Mexico that it would
have been an act of unneutrality to change the law affer
the civil war had developed in Spain, when, as a matter of
fact, the original joint resolution was passed after the civil
war had developed.

Mr. HATCH. Mr, President, will the Senator yield for
just a moment?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. I do not want to interrupt the Senator;
but I do not want the Senator from Missouri to say that
I have said that it would have been an act of unneutrality.
I made no such statement as to the position of the Senator
from North Dakota at that time. I make no such statement
now as to the pending measure. I merely asked the ques-
tion, because consistency sometimes is a virtue.

Mr. NYE. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. NYE. I have had the opportunity to hear only briefly
the more recent remarks in the Senate. I did not intend
to interrupt the Senator at this particular moment. How-
ever, I wish only that the Recorp be clear that we amended
the existing neutrality law, including the arms embargo, to
cover a civil war after civil war had come to Europe, with
the civil war in Spain specifically in mind as the thing at
which we were aiming. I wish the Recorp to show that fact.

I also wish the Recorp to be clear that on the date the
Senate overwhelmingly—indeed, unanimously—passed the
Spanish arms embargo only one voice in the Senate was
raised in any degree of criticism or caution as to what was
being done.

Let the Recorp further show that my effort to accomplish
repeal of that action, which had made the embargo apply
to the civil war in Spain, was made only after it had been
demonstrated that once again our great European Allies had
led us to the slaughter.

Mr., BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator permit
me to ask the Senator from North Dakota a question?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY, The Senator from North Dakota opposed
imposition of the embargo as to Spain, and then he sought
tc repeal it.

I hope this question will not be regarded as unfair. If it
is, the Senator need not answer it. Was the Senator moti-
vated in any way in either of those actions—his opposition
to the embargo or his effort to lift it—by any sympathy he
had one way or the other as to either side in the Spanish
revolution?

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I am glad to answer that ques-
tion. I wish I could be more emphatic than I am able to
be. Most definitely and emphatically, my action in connec-
tion with that issue was dictated in no degree by any sym-
pathy I entertained with respect to one cause or the other
involved in the Spanish revolution. My whole interest was
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in consistency on the part of my own country, and an
abandonment of the game of following and doing whatever
England and France wanted done, only to see them running
away from us after we had accepted the challenge and had
gone along.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, it is getting late. I do not
desire to detain the Senate, and I presume the best thing to
do is to get along with what the Senator from North Dakota
had to say when he introduced his joint resolution. He is the
author of this joint resolution. Not any of the Members over
here with “blood on their hands,” not any of the Members
over here who want to “take the first step,” not any of the
“interventionists” on this side of the aisle, are authors of this
joint resolution to repeal the embargo as it applied to Spain.
It is the same embargo, the same great neutrality law that
the Senator now stands up and vehemently defends.

Mr. NYE. The Senator is not insisting that I was asking
repeal of the arms embargo except as it related fo its coverage
of civil war, is he?

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, that was the only war in
progress then; was it not?

Mr, MINTON. There may have been other wars elsewhere,
but certainly that was the one the Senator had in mind.

Mr, NYE. That is not an answer to my question; and for
the purpose of clarifying the Recorp I should like to have it
answered.

Mr. MINTON. What is the Senator’s question? Will he
repeat it?

Mr. NYE. Is the Senator implying that by that joint reso-

| lution I was undertaking to repeal the arms embargo except

with reference to its application to civil war?

Mr. MINTON. No; I do not think so.

Mr. NYE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MINTON. I am now going to read the joint resolu-
tion of which the Senator was the author, and let it speak for
itself. We can better understand, when we read the joint
resolution, what the Senator had in mind, and why he wrote
the joint resolution, and why he wanted it enacted, because
he not only introduced the joint resolution but he made a
short statement with it.

This is the joint resolution which he read into the Recorp:

Whereas the joint resolutions of the Congress dated January 8,
1937, and May 1, 1837, in whole or in part treated with civil wars;
mWhereas the invoking of these provisions of law had as their pur-
pose a denying of aid through supplies to the end that civil strife
might be more quickly ended and that the United States might
avold endangerment of its peace * * * and—

The same purpose that they claim for the embargo now—
that we should maintain the embargo now in order not to
endanger our peace—

Whereas it is established that the purpose has not been served
and that a situation exists as a result which is wholly contrary to
long-standing policy and principle practiced by the United States—

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Connarry] did not make that
statement. The Senator from Texas did not write that joint
resolution. He has been fighting valiantly here today to lift
the embargo, but he did not write that lifting resolution.
The Senator from North Dakota wrote it. - What did he mean
by the “long-standing policy and principle practiced by the
United States”?

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, is the Senator asking what the
Senator from North Dakota meant by that?

Mr. MINTON. Yes.

Mr. NYE. The Senator from North Dakota meant that
it had been the long-standing practice of the United States
to keep hands off where civil war was involved, and in that
instance we were not doing it.

Mr. MINTON. It has been the long-standing practice of
this Government to keep its hands off ever since Thomas
Jefferson’s day, ever since George Washington’s day, when
he said there should be no entangling alliances. That has
been the policy of this Government from its very inception.
It is its policy down to today. There is nothing new about
that. We never had the policy just to keep our fingers out
of civil wars. As a matter of fact, we have horned into civil
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wars more than into any other kind, down in South and
Central America.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH.
yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I am very much interested in
the statement of the Senator from North Dakota. He says
it has been our policy to keep our hands off other contro-
versies, and that we were not keeping our hands off in
the Spanish controversy; that we had an arms embargo at
that time. He has been arguing, and all the opponents of the
pending measure have been arguing, that through an arms
embargo we would be keeping our hands off other contro-
versies; and I was very much interested in his statement
that then we had to repeal the arms embargo in order to
keep our hands off the controversy in Spain.

Mr. MINTON. I thank the Senator from Washington.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, if I may make a remark

Mr. MINTON. Yes; I yield.

Mr. NYE. The Senator is thoroughly confusing the issue
as between war between nations and a civil war in a country
in Europe.

Mr. MINTON. It does not make much difference to the
fellow who gets stuck in the ribs with a bayonet whether it is
in a civil war or a war between nations; it is war just the
same.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, President——

Mr. MINTON. I yield to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. I desire to ask the Senator if he thought
it was altogether one of the usual types of civil war when
it was pretty generally understood that Italy and Germany
and Russia were taking direct advantage of it.

Mr. MINTON. Yes; I think the Senator from North
Dakota realized that fact. I think he mentions it in some
of his statements which I shall read later.

Mr. NYE. I hope the Senator will show that.

Mr. MINTON. The “long-standing policy and principle
practiced by the United States.” The Senator from North
Dakota says that is not keeping our fingers out of other
people’s civil wars. Ah, Mr. President, I think the long-
established policy and practice of the United States has
been that under international law it was the right of a
neutral to sell munitions and implements of warfare to any-
body who wanted them and take them to the purchasers if
we could get there with them. That has been the practice
under international law, and that is the long-established
prineiple and practice which has prevailed in this Govern-
ment from its inception. We have claimed that right under
the doctrine of the freedom of the seas ever since this
country has had a government. We claimed the right to
sail the seas, and claimed the right of a neutral in time of
war to take our products wherever we pleased, and sell them
wherever we could, and deliver them if we could, notwith-
standing the action of any belligerent. However, we are
going to recede somewhat from that position. But, Mr.
President, that is the long-established principle and doctrine
which I understand the Senator had in mind when he
drafted the joint resolution. Otherwise, it does not make
sense in the light of the history of our country.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr, CONNALLY. Is the Senator from Indiana aware that
the Senator from North Dakota, on the final vote on the
joint resolution of 1937 against which he is now talking,
voted for it, and that it carried forward and included the
terms with regard to civil commotions and civil wars? That
was in 1937. Then in 1938 he made the speech and intro-
duced the joint resolution to which the Senator from In-
diana has referred. I ask the Senator from Indiana if
anywhere in the joint resolution or the speech of the Sena-
tor from North Dakota the claim is made that he was seek-
ing to repeal the embargo because it was passed during the
pendency of the Spanish War?

Mr. MINTON. Oh, no; not at all.

Mr. CONNALLY. There is no intimation of that kind?

Mr. President, will the Senator
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Mr, MINTON. Let me say to the Senator from Texas
that the Senator from North Dakota, in reply to a question
which was asked him by me in the time of the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McEKELLAR] on October 20, 1939, said:

I shall reply in only a few words. The embargo against Spain
was voted by the United States Congress after war came to Spain.
Its repeal under those circumstances was quite different from the
repeal which is now being asked.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield to the Senator from EKentucky.

Mr. BARELEY. One of the reasons urged by the op-
ponents or some of the opponents of repeal of the embargo
now is that, aside from the question of neutrality, they do
not desire arms shipped from the United States to be used
in killing people.

Mr. MINTON. That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. In other words, they do not desire Eng-
lish or French to kill Germans with arms manufactured in
this country; they do not desire Germans to kill French or
English with arms manufactured in this country, or any
other nationals to kill the nationals of any other nation.
But am I to assume that the effort to repeal the Spanish
embargo was based upon the assumption that it was all
right for Spaniards to kill Spaniards?

Mr. MINTON. There was a special equity for Franco and
his forces. In other words, the rule of clean hands did nct
apply. It certainly did not apply under the joint resolution
drafted by the Senator from North Dakota.

I continue reading the joint resolution:

Resclved, ete., That the joint resolution to prohibit the export of
arms, ammunition, and implements of war from the United States
to Spain, approved January 8, 1937, at 12:30 p. m., be, and the same
is hereby, repealed.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrtman] did not write
that joint resolution. The Senator from Nevada was not
writing a repealer back on May 2, 1938. That was written
by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Nyel, who now
says that to repeal would be unneutral; not only unneutral,
but intervention.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr, MINTON. I yield to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. In the light of disclaimer of
responsibility for this state of civil strife arms embargo, I
think it might be interesting to consider Senate bill 2370,
introduced in the Seventy-fifth Congress, first session, by
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. N¥el, the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Crark], my colleague [Mr, Bonel, and
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VaNDENBERG], section 2 of
which provided:

‘Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation under
the authority of section 1 of this act, it shall thereafter be un-
lawful, until such proclamation is revoked, for any American ves-
sel to carry any arms, ammunition, or implements of war, or any
other articles or materials whatever, to any belligerent state, or
to any state wherein civil strife exists, named in such proclama-
tion, or to any neutral state for transshipment to, or for the use
of, any such belligerent state or any such state wherein civil
strife exists.

That was offered on May 10, 1937.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield? E

Mr, MINTON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Since my name has been men-
tioned in this connection, let me say that the bill which
the Senator from Washington has just read represented my
views at that time; it has represented my views at all times
since; and it represents my views today. When the State
Department sent up a joint resolution to the Congress on
the first day of the session to be put through under whip
and spur, applying only to Spain, I could not see any reason
why that principle should be adopted with regard to Spain
respecting civil war, and not be adopted as to all countries
in which civil wars might break out. I was for that bill
at the time, and have been for it at all times since, and
and am for it now.



1939

Mr. MINTON. Did not the Senator from Missouri vote
for the joint resolufion which was passed while war was
going on in Spain?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I voted for the Neutrality Act.

Mr. MINTON. And when the provision was brought in to
apply it to the civil war, the Senator voted for it?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. MINTON. And the war was going on?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That was a civil war——

Mr, MINTON. Oh, yes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator should have some
understanding about propositions before he starts in to dis-
cuss them on the floor. The principle of embargo as to a
civil war was an entirely separate and distinct proposition
and had nothing whatever to do with the general principle
of embargoing exportations of arms to belligerent countries.
Nevertheless, when it was proposed it was adopted by unani-
mous consent in the Senate, and it was later made to apply
to all countries in the future, with regard to civil wars, as
well as wars between nations.

Mr. MINTON. If I have undsrstood the argument of the
Senator from Missouri and the Senator from North Dakota,
and all the rest on the other side, an embargo is a thing
which keeps you from “taking the first step to war.” Noth-
ing was said about civil war or war between nations. War
is war.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. And it keeps you from selling those things
which will make you responsible for “mass murder.”

Mr. MINTON: Yes. I was just about to come to that.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the Senator will yield, of
course, the practice of the United States has always been,
from time immemorial, not to permit the exportation of arms
to an unrecognized government, and the proposition of the
Senator from Nevada merely extended it a little further, and
he even proposed our refusing to permit the sale of arms to a
recognized government. It has nothing whatever to do with
the principle of international law having to do with wars be-
tween two separate nations.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH.
from Indiana yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Recurring to my reading from
Senate bill 2370, I did not have in mind any defense the Sen-
ator from Missouri might make for himself, or a defense so far
as the Senator from North Dakota was concerned, but the
Senator from North Dakota was not responsible for the civil
strife resolution, and therefore he had a right to introduce the
resolution repealing the embargo as against Spain. I read the
extract to point out that about a year before the Senator from
North Dakota presented a resolution to repeal the embargo
against Spain, he joined three other Senators in introducing a
bill which would provide for an embargo against Spain.

Mr. NYE and Mr. LEE addressed the chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr. MINTON. I yield to permit the Senator from North
Dakota to reply.

Mr. NYE. Let me suggest at that point that at the time
of the introduction of the bill to which the Senator from
Washington refers there was no civil war in progress.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. In May 1937?

Mr. NYE. Did not the Senator say it was introduced
before?

Mr., SCHWELLENBACH. No; in May 1937.

Mr. NYE. Very well. We had established at that time, as
a policy, the inclusion of civil wars within the scope of the
law that was called a neutrality law, and I am ready to leave
in the law the provision as to civil war, so long as it is not
applicable to civil wars which might be in progress at the
moment the law was adopted.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I should like to ask, What possi-
bility of logic is there in making a distinction, so far as the
removal of an embargo is concerned, between an embargo
that was placed on after a war started and one that was

Mr. President, will the Senator
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placed on before a war started? We have heard here for
the last 3 weeks, “Oh, this is the first step toward war, because
it is unneutral. We were notified Mr. Hitler would resent it;
that was to be our position; and now we are changing our
position in time of war.” ¥You change your position in time
of war if you remove an embargo that was placed on after
the war started just as much as if you remove an embargo
that was placed on before the war started.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, I suppose that was just a
little bit of a war over in Spain! Perhaps this is somewhat
different.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. LEE. Does the Senator think it would make any
difference to the munitions makers, so far as the profits they
receive are concerned, whether it were a civil war or a war
between nations?

Mr, MINTON. I thank the Senator from Oklahoma. I
am sure it would not make the least difference to the muni-
tions makers whether they hold guns with which to shoot
the boys down within the boundaries of their own country
or to shoot them down across the border line of some other
country. Of course, there might be a distinction in the
mind of the Senator from North Dakota. He might hold
that their hands were clean of blood if they sold the cannon
and the shot and the shell and the airplanes with which to
bomh people out of their homes in their own country, that
there would be no blood upon their hands then, ch, no, but
if they merely cross a line into some other country, and
start bombing its people out of their homes, and running
women and children into the cellars and murdering them
from the sky, or in sinking vessels as they sail the seas,
without warning, as was done in the case of the Athenia—
that is a different thing. Then you get blood on your hands,
then you are unclean. Then come into effect these great
principles about which the Senator has been speaking.

Mr. President, let me proceed with this joint resolution:

And be it further

Resolved, That the President be and is hereby authorized to
raise the embargo against the Government of Spain, provided that
no goods or materials to which the embargo had been made effec-
tive and applicable shall be owned by citizens of the United States
in whole or in part at the time of shipment or transported in
American bottoms or ships flying the American flag from the
United States or any part thereof or from any place within its
jurisdiction to the country to which the embargo had been made
effective and applicable or into the territorial waters of that
country.

In other words, that is just the cash-and-carry provision.
Then, in explanation of his joint resolution, the Senator
said:

The enactment of this joint resolution would have the eflect
of altering the present situation as it relates to the embargo
against the exportation of arms to Spain.

Altering it. Surely the Senator does not mean to tell
me that it would be all right to alter the embargo with
reference to Spain, with war going on in Spain, and would
not be all right to alter it now. The Senator from North
Dakota said, back in May 1938, that he wanted to alter it
as to Spain, and later, even in January 1939, he wanted to
alter it so far as Spain was concerned.

I am not prompted—

Said the Senator—
by the interest of either side involved in Spain.

Did we ever hear that before?

5 Ilm not prompted by the interest of either side involved in
pain.

How many times have we heard it said upon the floor by
one side or the other “I am not prompted by the interest of
France or Britain, I am not prompted by the interest of
Hitler”? The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. STEwWarRT] has
said that he did not care who whipped Hitler. How many
times, in the course of this debate, have we heard the same
statement made as that made by the Senator from North
Dakota about the embargo as it applies to the present Euro-
pean war, disclaiming any interest on either side, and stating
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that he wanted it to be perfectly neutral, wanted it to work
out just as it should, impartially and with neutrality, as I
shall point out later in the Senator’s remarks.

I am prompted only by a desire to right an injustice.

Right an injustice. What has neutrality to do with righting
injustices? Have we not heard that before? I think I have
heard the Senator from North Dakota say, and, if I have not,
I will stand corrected; I know I have heard the Senator from
Missouri say, have I not?——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do not know to what the Sen-
ator is referring.

Mr. MINTON. “I am prompted only by a desire to right an
injustice.” The Senator from Missouri said we did not have
anything whatever to do with righting injustice.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, I didnot say anything of the kind.
I did say that I thought the interest of the United States was
paramount to any other interest, and I was interested in the
interest of the people of the United States first and last, and
not interested in anybody else, The Senator can find what I
said in a couple of places, but he cannot put words in my
mouth.

Mr. MINTON. I do not want to do that. I would not want
to do an injustice to the Senator from Missouri, for whom I
have a deep regard, and more than that, a very great respect,
because of his outstanding ability. I certainly would not mis-
represent him. If he believes that it is not our business to
right an injustice——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, the Senator can
look through many of my remarks and find a repetition of
the view which I have exprcised, which is that we should
attend to our own business, stay on this side of the ocean,
and keep out of other people’s quarrels. If that is what he
means by the paraphrase of what the Senator said, then I
say, “All right.”

Mr. MINTON. I think we could, without stretching a
point, include the Senator in this category, and I am sure
he would go along with the sentiment that we must not try
to right an injustice. Why, that is the very essence of un-
neutrality. That is the very essence of partiality. That is
what we have been told here for 4 weeks. Some of us here
on this side could hardly get a chance to say a word edge-
wise by reason of the thunder that came from the other
side. It was asserted that it was not our business to right
an injustice; it was not our business to nose into the affairs
of other governments; we should stay here and keep our
nose out of other people’s business.

I am prompted only by a desire to right an injustice growing
out of the embargo program.

What embargo? The same embargo we are talking about
now. Not a different one. The embargo applied to a war,
just as the embargo applies now, and the Senator wanted to
right an injustice resulting from the embargo in that war.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield. -

Mr. LEE. Perhaps the Senator was like the man holding
a hot potato; he changed it back and forth from one hand
to the other, and did not know whether to peel it or not
peel it. ' [Laughter.]

Mr. MINTON. The Senator from North Dakota con-
tinued—

An injustice which reflects upon our country because of the
departure from age-old principles.

I suppose that is the age-old principle that we should not
interfere in a civil war. My interpretation is a little dif-
ferent, and the Senator will pardon me if I disagree with
him as to what that departure relates to.

The Senator continued:

The resolutions by Congress dated January 8, 1937, and May 1,
1937, were requested by the administration at a time when it
appeared that there might be accomplishment of an effective em-
bargo against all exportation of arms to both sides in Spain.
Obviously, this collective effort has falled. Not only has it failed,
but the effort results in aid for one side as against another.

What do we care whether it fails? What do we care
whether it affects one side or the other? We wanted to
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be neutral, we wanted to keep our nose out of other people’s
business, we wanted to keep hands off. And here the Sen-
ator admits that this great embargo, this thing which keeps
us from taking that first step, and from getting that blood
upon our hands, failed.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Is it not in exact analogy with
the argument the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Pirtman] has
made in the Chamber here in the last few weeks? I am
familiar with the argument made by the Senator from North
Dakota in favor of the repeal of the embargo. He argued
that it was possible for the Franco forces in Spain to obtain
munitions in this country because of the fact that they
were being helped by Mussolini and by Hitler.

The Senator from Nevada made an analogous argument,
that it is now possible for Germany to get munitions, while
it is not possible for England and France to get them, be-
cause Germany can get them from Mussolini through Italy,
and can get them through Russia, and other countries sur-
rounding Germany. But when the Senator from Nevada
says that we should make a change to right that unpleasant
and unneutral position, then we hear the thundering voices
say, “Oh, no; you cannot do that. That is unneutral.” We
must permit that injustice to continue, because if we at-
tempt to do what the Senator from North Dakota claims
we should have done some time ago in reference to Spain,
it would be unneutral, and might cause us to get into the
war.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the argument so eloquently
and cogently made by the Senator from Washington as to
the unneutral policy is good now, why was it not good when
the Senator from North Dakota offered it in regard to
Spain? Why did not the Senator from Washington and the
Senator from Nevada agree with him then?

Mr., SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, if the Senator
wants an answer to that question I will give him the answer.
The answer is the answer I gave to those who wanted me to
do what the Senator from North Dakota did. I said, “Go to
those who foisted the mistake onto our policy. Hold it up to
them. Let the Senator from North Dakota explain on the
floor of the Senate and admit, as he will have to do if he intro-
duces that resolution, that the arms embargo is a mistake.
Let him stand up and admit that an arms embargo is a mis-
take and results in injustice.,” If the argument made by the
Senator from North Dakota was good then it is good now. I
do not agree with his argument made either time, so far as
that is concerned.

The Senator from Missouri, the Senator from North
Dakota, and others have been urging a theory on the Con-
gress for the last several years. It is not consistent with
that theory to pick out one particular place, and say that
because we do not like the way the law is working in one
place we will repeal it as to that place, but leave is so far as
the rest of the world is concerned.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, the Senator from North
Dakota says not only has the effort failed but the effort
resulted in aiding one side as against another, and that
neither neutrality nor nonintervention is accomplished.

That is what he said about this embargo. That is, the
embargo as it applied in that war. But when it applies to
the present situation it is an entirely different story.

The Senator continued:

It has been the recognized and accepted policy of the United
States in regard to civil strife to proceed in keeping with the
Habana Convention of 1928, ratified by our country on May 21,
1930, which declared a purpose—

“To prohibit the traffic of arms and war materials, except when
it is destined to a Government, so long as the belligerency of the
rebels has not been recognized, in which case the rules of neu-
trality shall be applied.”

This language is found under the head of “Rights and duties
of States in the event of civil war.”
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The purpose hoped of achievement by our act of last January 8,
and again on May 1, has not been served. Instead, a result has
develo, that is partial to one side and against the side of a
friendly and recognized government.

It could not have been the Senator from Texas who was
making that very cogent argument, strange as it seems.

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from North Dakota for
some reason is absent. He was here a moment ago. I won-
der if he could have anticipated what the Senator from In-
diana was going to quote him as having said. ;

Mr. MINTON. Perhaps he is out hunting an answer to
this position.

Our peace is jeopardized by the situation in Spain,

What? Does anyone mean to tell me that our peace
could be jeopardized by something that happened across
3,000 miles of water? The peace of the United States? No
one could destroy, no one could invade the peace of the
United States if he tried.

Yet here the Senator from North Dakota is telling us that
our peace is jeopardized by the situation in Spain only in
the . possible destruction of American ships. Then he dis-
cusses the question of cash and carry——

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, may the Recorp show that I
am not absent?

Mr. MINTON. Yes. I am very glad the Senator has re-
turned.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I am sorry.
hear the Senator, and I thought he was absent.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, back in January 1939, when
the Senator from North Dakota was interested in the situa-
tion in Spain and wanted to lift the embargo with reference
to that war, he was making identically the same arguments
which Senators have been making on the floor to lift the
embargo with reference to the war now in progress.

The Senator from North Dakota received a great amount
of mail with reference to his position about repealing the
Spanish embargo, so he made a statement for the REcorp
in order to have something to mail out in answer to the
people who were writing to him. In that statement he
said:

First of all let me say that I favor the lifting of the embargo.
I proposed a resolution in the Senate to accomplish this. This
proposal grew out of a desire by me to have my country adopt
a consistent position and a position of greater neutrality in the
g)pamm situation than is that prevailing with the embargo in

rce.

In other words, the Senator wanted to get more neutrality,
not less, How was he going to get more neutrality? He
proposed to repeal the embargo. What embargo? The same
embargo he now seeks to retain.

Mr, NYE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. NYE. I have listened to a repetition of that state-
ment for very nearly an hour. I have at no time asked
for the repeal of the arms embargo as respects its rela-
tionship to war between nations. The repeal I was seeking
was the repeal of an embargo respecting civil war, which
was written while that civil war was in progress, not before
and not after.

Mr. MINTON. I have read the statement of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota at the time he put the joint reso-
lution in the Recorp, and I ask him to point out in that
statement where he took that ground at that time.

Mr, NYE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that
at the end of the remarks of the Senator from Indiana,
who has been taking great pleasure in chopping up the
joint resolution and chopping up the argument which I pre-
sented in the REcorp on May 2, 1938, there may be presented
in its entirety the statement as it appears on page 6030 of
the Recorp of that date.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, I will accommodate the
Senator even more than that. I ask unanimous consent
that the statement and the joint resolution introduced by

I did not
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the Senator from North Dakota, as of May 2, 1938, be in-
serted in the Recorp immediately following his speech of
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
request made by the Senator from North Dakota? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I hope it is not understood that
the statement will appear twice.

Mr. MINTON. I will let the Senator take his choice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has not put the
second request.

Mr. MINTON. I do not care where it comes. I will
give the Senator from North Dakota his choice as to where
it comes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Indiana withdraw his unanimous-consent request?

Mr., MINTON. I do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request is withdrawn.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I wish to call to the at-
tention of the Senator from Indiana the fact that the Sen-
ator from North Dakota stated earlier in the day, and now
repeats, that his reason for wanting the embargo as to Spain
repealed was because the embargo had been passed after
the civil war began. That is what he now says; but what
did he say on the 2d of May 1938?

He said then:

Instead, a result has developed that is partial to one side and
agalnst the side of a friendly and recognized government.

That was his view as to why it should be repealed in 1938.
Let me ask the Senator again, is there anything in his speech
on the 2d of May, 1938, which anywhere intimates that his
reason for wanting repeal was hecause the emhargo had been
enacted after the Spanish war started?

Mr. MINTON. The only thing I can find is the first
sentence in his statement:

The enactment of this joint resclution would have the effect

of altering the present situation as it relates to the embargo against
the exportation of arms to Spain.

That is the nearest approach I can find to if.

Mr. CONNALLY. I suggest to the Senator that that does
not refer to the enactment of the original embargo against
Spain. The Senator from North Dakota admits that his
joint resolution, which would have repealed the embargo
with reference to Spain, would alter the situation of the
parties and was intended to alter the situation of the parties.
The purpose of it was to alter the situation of the parties.
Now he says that should not be done.

Mr. MINTON. He did it in the interest of his own coun=-
try, and as he says in the Recorp of January 25, 1939, in
the interest of greater neutrality in the Spanish situation.
He said something else in the same statement. I should like
to have the attention of the Senator from Texas to this
excerpt from the statement of the Senator from North
Dakota on January 25, 1939, when he was putting the state-
ment in the Recorp to send out to people who had been
writing to him. He said that the effect of the embargo as to
Spain was that—

‘We might then be in the position of holding the arms of one
side of Spain, while the other side dealt blows with outside help
that they could get.

That is the reason why the Senator was against the em=-
bargo. It was holding the arms of somebody while somebody
else outside got all the help he could to pummel the fellow
whose arms were being held.

That is the same fine argument which the Senator from
Texas made against this iniquitous embargo when the Sen=-
ator from Texas pointed out that under the existing embargo
and under existing law an aggressor nation could get all the
supplies it wanted in time of peace, and could build up all
the armaments it thought it might need against the day
when it would declare war, and then it would pick out the
day when war was to come, and have war upon that day.
Then, under this iniquitous embargo, the fellow who was
being attacked, and who was not armed to the teeth, could
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not turn to us and obtain a single weapon for his own
defense.

Mr. BARKELEY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield,

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that the argument was that
under the conditions which existed, the Franco forces could
obtain arms from Italy and Germany, and the Loyalist gov-
ernment could not obtain them from us.

Mr. MINTON. That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. Therefore, we ought to make it possible
for them to obtain arms from us to offset those which the
other side were obtaining from Italy and Germany.

Mr. MINTON. I will say to the Senator from EKentucky
that I cannot put any other construction upon the argument
because the Senator from North Dakota says that the embargo
has the effect of holding somebody’s arms while scmebody else
attacks him.

The statement could not refer to anybody who was being
held except the Loyalist forces in Spain; and the fellow who
was attacking them was Franco, with the help of Hitler and
Mussolini. There the Loyalists were, with their arms pinned,
fighting for the life of their nation, attacked by Hitler,
Franco, and Mussolini; and the Senator from North Dakota
wanted to go to their rescue because they were held, because
their arms were pinned.

Mr. NYE. I wanted to go to the rescue and repeal a law
which we had passed after that situation arose in Spain.

Mr. MINTON. The Senator did not say so then.

Mr. NYE. Oh, well, the Senator did not understand it.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am not sure whether, in the request
of the Senator from North Dakota to have his joint resolu-
tion and statement inserted in the Recorp, he included, on
page 6030 of the Recorp of May 2, 1938, the remarks of the
Senator from North Dakota immediately following the reso-
lution, and extending to the bottom of the page. If he did
not, Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me, I ask
unanimous consent that the remarks of the Senator from
North Dakota in the remainder of that column be included.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I am sure that was covered by
my own request.

Mr. McKELLAR. If it was, very well; but I wanted to be
certain to have that part put in the Recorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair holds that the
matter referred to was covered in the request of the Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. McCKELLAR. That is entirely satisfactory.

Mr. MINTON. So, Mr. President, whatever was in the
heart of the Senator from North Dakota, what came from
his lips is the Recorp as I have read it. I do not know what
he held to his bosom as the real reason why he wanted to
lift the embargo against Spain. I only know what he put
in the Recorp; and, as I read the Recorp, the arguments
he was making for lifting the embargo against Spain are
the arguments that are being made here today for lifting
the embargo. So the Senator from North Dakota was not
only in favor of lifting the embargo in 1938; he was in favor
of lifting it on January 22, 1939.

Senators will recall that the distinguished former Secretary

.of State, Mr. Stimson, had come out with a proposition to
Secretary Hull and to the President of the United States
that they lift the embargo.

By the way, when the Senator from North Dakota wanted
the embargo lifted with reference to Spain, he took the
position that the President of the United States himself had
‘the right to lift it. He did not need any help from Con-
gress. The President of the United States could do the job;
and the Senator, by indirection, wanted to know why the
President of the United States did not lift the embargo
which the Congress of the United States had provided should
go down upon Spain. So, I say, when Mr. Stimson came
‘out advocating repeal of the Spanish embargo, the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. NYE] supported it.
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I now read from the New York Times of January 23, 1939,
an article headed:
NYE BACKS STIMSON ON SPANISH EMBARGO—SENATOR ALSO SAYS PRESI=
DENT HAS RIGHT TO AID LOYALISTS

WasHINGTON, January 22—The letter of former Secretary of
State Henry L. Stimson to Secretary of State Cordell Hull urging
him to ask President Roosevelt to lift the Neutrality Act embargo
against the Spanish Government was endorsed today by Senator
GEerALD P. NyE, of North Dakota.

The Women's International League for Peace and Freedom asked
the President for an embargo against nations that are supplying
munitions to the Spanish rebels.

Let me ask the Senator from North Dakota if the Wom-
en’s International League for Peace and Freedom is Miss
Dorothy Detzer’s organization.

Mr. NYE. Is the Senator really making that inguiry for
information?

Mr. MINTON. Yes. I do not know, and I thought prob-
ably the Senator would know.

Mr. NYE. I do not know whose organization it is; but
the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom
is the organization which Miss Dorothy Detzer has graced
with her leadership for a great many years.

Mr. MINTON. It is the organization with which she is
connected?

Mr. NYE. That is correct.

Mr. MINTON. She is the lady who took the credit for
the organization of the Munitions Committee, the passage
of the resolution, and all that sort of thing that led to the
investigation of the munitions industry.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MINTON. Yes; I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I should simply like to add this
statement about Miss Dorothy Detzer: She is also a lady
who is very much opposed to war because she had a twin
brother killed in the war.

Mr. MINTON. I sympathize with her. I saw a number
of men “over there” who were killed in the war,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. So did I.

Mr. MINTON. In fact, I think I can sympathize with
anybody who has lost a dear one in war. My father was a
war baby who never saw his soldier dad. I know what war
is, and the pinch of war, and the poverty that follows war,
because my soldier grandfather never came back from the
Civil War, and left five little children, my father the young-
est of the brood, a babe in arms who never saw his soldier
dad. So I know something about the pinch of war, because
poverty was the direct inheritance of the sacrifice my
grandfather made upon the battlefields of this country.
So I can sympathize with Dorothy Detzer, and I can sym-
pathize with anybody else who knows about war.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. Yes; I yield.

Mr. LEE. Did the Senator’'s father lose his life in the
Civil War?

Mr. MINTON. No: my grandfather.

Mr. LEE. Was the loss softened at all by the fact that
it was a civil war?

Mr. MINTON. Not at all; not at all. There coursed
down the cheeks of the women of the North and the South
the same tears that coursed down the cheeks of the women
of England and France and Germany in a war across the
water, Borders make no difference in the tragedy of war,
Borders make no difference in the policy we should pursue
in the question of our own peace and neutrality.

But it is getting late. Let me continue with what is said
in this article in the New York Times:

Asserting that the matter was “not a partisan or a political
issue,” the Senator sald he concurred in Mr. Stimson's belief that
the President has a legal right to lift the embargo.

“Certainly,” he added, “he has as much power to lift it as he
has exercised in failing to place an embargo on the other two
nations to the dispute, Italy and Germany,” which continue to
purchase arms in the United States.

Is that not like the argument we have heard here now
about Italy and Russia?
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Quoting the Senator further, this article says:

I have never noticed before that Mr. Roosevelt was timid about
exercising his authority. But if the President feels the need of
congressional support I should be glad to introduce once more
a resolution authorizing him to lift the embargo against Spain.

That is the end of the guotation from the Senator from
North Dakota. Then the article continues:

Most of the American people, Democrats and Republicans alike,
the Senator said, appear to be convinced that Spain is the unfor-
tunate battleground between democracy and dictatorship in a war
not of her own choosing——

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, will the Senator pardon
me?

Mr. MINTON. I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Is the Senator speaking now of the pres-
ent war, or of the Spanish war?

Mr. MINTON. The Senator surely would not expect the
Senator from North Dakota to be speaking thus about the
present war.

Mr. CONNALLY. I did not hear from what the Senator
was reading.

Mr. MINTON. He was speaking about the war in Spain at
the first of the year 1939—

and one which would have collapsed months ago if Premier Benito
Mussolini and Chancelor Adolf Hitler had withdrawn their troops
angeazra!:g he had been informed that the latest offensive by Gen-
eralissimo Francisco Franco had been inspired by the necessity of
producing immediate results or of facing a revolt of civilians be-
hind his own lines.

The Senator from North Dakota wanted to intrude us into
that situation. He wanted us to take that first step. Oh,
there is no question about that—that first step! It has noth-
ing written on it but war—war—the road to war—and yet
he wanted us to take it! He wanted us to take it in May
1938, and he wanted us to take it in January 1939,

Mr., CONNALLY. Mr, President——

Mr. MINTON." I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Did the Senator from North Dakota
want to change the rules of the game after the game had
started?

Mr. MINTON. The Senator from North Dakota is per-
fectly willing to change them when it is a game in which
men are cutting out people’s hearts inside the borders of
their own country, but he does not want to change the rules
if they go across the boundary line.

Mr, NYE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. Yes; I yield.

Mr, NYE. What the Senator from North Dakota is ready
and willing to do is to change the rules of the game that
are prescribed after the game has started.

Mr, MINTON. I do not think it makes any difference
whether the rules are changed after the game has started
if the rules as changed do not discriminate against either
side. If the rules are changed in the middle of the game, and
the rules apply to both sides alike, it does not make any
difference; but I do not think war is a game. I think it is a
serious business, probably the most serious business in which
human beings indulge.

The Senator from North Dakota wanted to get in there
with aid from the United States before Franco won; but
now he is wholly unconcerned about getting over there with
any aid to England and France before Hitler wins,

Recalling that when he offered a resolution in May 1938 to
lift the embargo the President and the State Department
were convinced the government could not hold out another
menth, he added that press reports say it still may con-
tinue months more, even if Barcelona falls,

He said that though the administration apparently
realizes its tragic mistake in opposing his resclution, there is
still no intimation that it plans to do anything except ex-
press private sympathy. ;

In other words, the civil war in Spain could continue,
as the Senator from North Dakota pointed out, with the
Loyalists having their arms pinned back and unable to
get any help while Franco was pummelling them to death.
And the Senator chided the President of the United States
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and the Congress of the United States because they had
expressed only private sympathy. But now, in the con-
sideration of this joint resclution, we hear nothing from
the opposition except “don’t even look with sympathy
toward those people over there. It is their war. It is
not our war. Stay out. Do not interfere. Do not in-
trude. Do not take that first step to war, and keep your
hands clean from the blood of people killed with munitions.”

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MINTON. I yield.

Mr. LEE. It seems that some of the Senators are more
disturbed over a preacher praying for England than they
were over Hitler preying on Poland. [Laughter.]

Mr. MINTON. It all depends on how the word is spelled,
I suppose.

Mr. President, I think I have quoted sufficiently from the
record to demonstrate at least that the Senator from North
Dakota should be on our side on the question of the repeal
of the embargo, because substantially every argument that
has been made on our side of the aisle, and by our friends on
the other side of the aisle who agree with us for the repeal
of the embargo applying to this war, was made by the Sen-
ator from North Dakota concerning the repeal of the em-
bargo with reference to the Spanish situation.

On the record, Mr, President—and I am speaking only
by the record; I will let the Senator plead otherwise here
if he desires to now—speaking from the record, as I have
said, the Senator from North Dakota was not thinking
about the enactment of this law while war was going on in
Spain. That is an afterthought, if I may so suggest; and
the Senator from North Dakota today, in my judgment,
finds himself in the inconsistent position of supporting the
repeal of the embargo with reference to Spain, and refus-
ing to support the repeal of it with reference to the existing
war.

I leave the record as the Senator from North Dakota
made it. It is his record, and he may extract such com-
fort from it as he can find.

ExXmIeIT A
EXPORT OF MILITARY SUPPLIES TO SPAIN

Mr. Nye. Mr. President, earlier in the day I introduced Senate
Joint Resolution 288, reading as follows:

“Whereas the joint resolutions of the Congress dated January 8,
19?17. and May 1, 1937, in whole or in part treated with civil wars;
an

“Whereas the invoking of these provisions of law had as their
purpose a denying of aid through supplies to the end that civil
etrife might be more quickly ended and that the United States
might avoid endangerment of its peace; and

“Whereas it is established that the purpose has not been served
and that a situation exists as a result which is wholly contrary to
long-standing policy and principle practiced by the United States:
Therefore be it

“Resolved, etc, That the joint resolution to prohibit the export
of arms, ammunition, and implements of war from the United
States to Spain, approved January 8, 1937, at 12:30 p. m., be, and the
same is hereby, repealed; and be it further

“Resolved, That the President be and is hereby authorized to
raise the embargo against the Government of Spain, provided that
no goods or materials to which the embargo had been made effec-
tive and applicable shall be owned by citizens of the United States
in whole or in part at the time of shipment or transported in
American bottoms or ships flying the American flag from the
United States or any part thereof or from any place within its
Jurisdiction to the country to which the embargo had been made
effective and applicable or into the territorial waters of that
country.”

The enactment of this joint resolution would have the effect
of altering the present situation as it relates to the embargo
againet the exportation of arms to Spain.

I am not prompted by the interest of either side involved in
Spain. I am prompted only by a desire to right an injustice
growing out of the embargo program—an injustice which reflects
upon our country because of the departure from age-old principles.

The resolutions by Congress dated January 8, 1937, and May 1,
1937, were requested by the administration at a time when it
appeared that there might be accomplishment of an effective
embargo against all exportation of arms to both sides in Spain.
Obviously, this collective efiort has failed. MNot only has it failed,
but the effort results in ald for one side as against another, and
neither neutrality nor nonintervention is accomplished.

It has been the recognized and accepted policy of the United
States in regard to civil strife to proceed in keeping with the
Habana Convention of 1028, ratified by our country on May 21,
1930, which declared a purpose “to prohibit the traffic of arms and
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war materials, except when it is destined to a government, so long as
the belligerency of the rebels has not been recognized, in which
case the rules of neutrality shall be applied.”

This language is found under the head of "Rights and Duties
of States in the Event of Civil War.”

The purpose hoped of achievement by our act of last Jan-
uary 8, and again on May 1, has not been served. Instead, a
result has developed that is partial to one side and agalnst
the side of a friendly and recognized government. Cur peace
is jeopardized by the situation in Spain only in the possible
destruction of American ships and goods in foreign bot-
toms. Our security is to be found in the provision of the
joint resolution I have introduced, which would require that
American ships refrain from participating in this traffic.

I hope the joint resolution will receive at the hands of the
Committee on Forelgn Relations the earnest consideration to
which I feel sure it is entitled and that it will be enacted. In-
cidentally, I desire to remark that there are many Members of
the Senate who entertain views in harmony with those expressed
by the joint resolution itself.

Mr. BARELEY obtained the floor.

Mr. HOLT. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. HOLT. Since we have started to discuss inconsist-
encies, I should like to have inserted in the Recorp at this
point a request by me that there be printed in the Recorp a
statement of the inconsistency of United States Senators on
the arms embargo.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Reserving the right to object,
I should like to inquire just what the request is.

Mr. HOLT. I may find some inconsistencies on the part
of the Senator from Washington. I do know as to many
of the others.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH., I concede that; but I did not
quite understand the request.

Mr. HOLT. I have asked that at this point in the Recorp
it be shown that I ask for unanimous consent to place in
the Appendix of the Recorp a list of the inconsistencies of
Members of the United States Senate between their posi-
tions on the embargo when it was passed and up to this
time, and their positions in the present debate.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, if the Senator wants to
print in the Recorp the official roll calls on all these matters,
I have no objection, but if he is going to print someone
else’s construction as to who has been inconsistent, and so
forth, and so on, I would object, unless someone can look it
over. So far as I am concerned, I have admitted on the
floor many times that I make many mistakes. When I
voted for the embargo I made a mistake, and I have been
sorry for it ever since. If changing my position on that
question is evidence of inconsistency, God help me that I
may be guilty of some more similar inconsistencies in the
future.

Mr. HOLT. I desire to say that I can quote the Senator
as late as May 1939 on this list. All I ask is to put in the
REecorp the Senator’s words, and let the people be the judge.

Mr. BARKLEY. Is the Senator asking that he extend in
the Recorp his own remarks?

Mr. HOLT. Oh, no; all I ask is to put in parallel columns
statements of Senators on the embargo in the past, and
their statements in the present debate. That is all I ask.

Mr. BARKLEY. Has the compendium been made up?

Mr. HOLT. It is being made up; and it is very interest-
ing, I may say to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not concerned in how interesting
it may be, but as to whether the Senator is asking the Sen-
ate to violate its rule, which has heretofore prevented a
Senator from extending his own remarks in the REecorp
in the same fashion in which remarks are extended in the
Recorp in the other House. '

Mr. HOLT. No; I ask only that at this point I be shown
as making the request, and then I will extend the matter in
the RECORD.

Mr. BARKLEY. In today’s REcorp?

Mr. HOLT. No; I have not compiled it.

Mr. BAREKLEY. I think the Senator should wait until
it is compiled.

Mr, HOLT. But I want to show that I made the request
at this particular time, since we are discussing consistency.
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Mr. BARKLEY. We may have other occasions to discuss
that before we conclude the debate.

Mr. HOLT. If the Senator objects, I want the REcorp
to show that, and if there is any objection, I will read the
matter into the RECORD.

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand the Senator can do that,
but what I am trying to get clear is the fact that the Sen-
ator is asking that in some future Recorp he may be per-
mitted to insert a compendium which he is preparing with
respect to consistency or inconsistency of Senators, and I
say that it is better practice, and has always been the prac-
tice, when the REcorp is being made up during the sessions
of the Senate, for a Senator to ask that he be allowed to put
matter in and not get a blank check for inserting some-
thing in the Recorp in the future before final adjournment
of the Congress is taken, which seems to be the gist of the
Senator’s request.

Mr, HOLT. No; the Senator from West Virginia merely
requests that at this point——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair suggests that a
request affecting the consistency or inconsistency of Sena-
tors should not be passed on in the absence of the senior
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asaurst]. [Laughter.]

Is there objection to the request of the Senator from West
Virginia?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, for the present I object,
until we see what the matter proposed to be inserted may
be. If the Senator from West Virginia desires to read it
into the Recorp, that will be fine; we will then know who
made it up and who is responsible for it.

Mr, HATCH. It might be better to do it in that way; and
then if a Senator present is guoted, he can answer.

Mr. CONNALLY. Exactly. I do not want to consent to
the insertion of something which is not yet made up, which
is palpably and on its face prepared for the purpose of
reflecting on Senators. I do not care what the Senator puts
into the Recorp about me, because I have not discussed any
of the prior embargo acts. I have discussed the pending
law, and I very frankly have stated that I voted in the wrong
way when I voted for it. But I do not propose to have some
ghost writer, or some expert, or somehody else, reflect on
Senators in a statement when we do not know what language
is contained in the statement, until it is brought here and
someone can look at it. If the Senator from West Virginia
desires to read it into the Recorp, that will be fine. He will
then sponsor it, he will be the author, and other Senators
can challenge it if they see fit to do so.

Mr. HOLT. No ghost writer writes my speeches. I realize
that the Senator from Texas naturally would think so. So
far as my speeches are concerned, they are my own. That is
why they are so poor. I do not have to go to Charley Michel-
son to have my speeches written.

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not think Charley would write one
for the Senator if he did. [Laughter.l

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard.

Mr. HOLT. If Charley Michelson should write one for me
I would not deliver it as my own, as some other Senators on
the floor do here today.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, that is a sample of the
insinuation I am frying to keep out of the Recorp. The
Senator from West Virginia is perfectly willing to besmear
all Senators on the theory that Mr., Michelson writes their
speeches.

Mr. HOLT. Does the Senator deny it?

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not know anything about it. He
never wrote one for me.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do not yield any further
for the purpose of having a controversy started.

Mr. CONNALLY. I wish to say that Mr. Michelson has
never written a speech for me. I dare say I would have
made much better speeches if he had. I never heard of any
other Senator for whom he did write a speech. If the
Senator from West Virginia knows—he seems to know—
that is his business, but I do not think it is fair to Senators

to make a blanket charge like that when they are not here
and cannot deny if.
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I did not say any ghost writer wrote the speeches of the
Senator, but I presume some ghost writer is getting up this
information, because the Senator says it is not yet com-
pleted, and I assume that if he were going to do it, he
would just rise and make the statement without any prepa-
ration, or anything of the kind.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. MINTON. I should like to say to the Senator from
West Virginia before I ask to have certain matter placed in
the Appendix of the Recorp that I am one of those who spoke
today, and I do not think it would be doing Mr. Michelson
justice to say that he wrote the speech I made. I can assure
Senators that he never wrote that one, nor did he ever write
one for me or furnish me any material for one.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I had the good fortune to
make a speech on the floor of the Senate today, and if the
distinguished gentleman who they say writes speeches for
the administration will say that he wrote my speech I might
be very happy. But I do not have the benefit of his ac-
quaintance. So I think that leaves the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Nyel and the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
CLArRkK] as the only remaining Senators who spoke at length
in the Senate today.

We might as well get it cleared up. I ask the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Crark]l, Did Mr. Michelson write the
Senator’s speech?

RECESS

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in order to terminate this
ghost writing experience meeting, I move that the Senate
take a recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o’clock and 42 min-
utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Tues-
day, October 24, 1939, at 12 o’clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MoNDAY, OCTOBER 23, 1939

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
Rabbi Isaac Landman, of the Eighth Avenue Temple,
Brooklyn, N. Y., offered the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, we invoke Thy blessing upon our country
and upon this House, representatives of the will of our
citizenry. Prosper our Nation, O Lord, in all its industries
and its commerce, on land and on sea, so that there may be
no want or scarcity. Grant that they whom the people have
placed in autherity may be filled with Thy spirit, the spirit
of wisdom and understanding, the spirit of knowledge and
the fear of Thee. May Thy blessing rest upon our free insti-
tutions, that our beloved land may remain forever the home
of liberty. May good will obtain among all its inhabitants
and peace dwell within its borders. Guide us and help us,
O Lord, to make our country a stronghold of peace, and the
advocate of peace in the counsels of nations; and vouchsafe,
O Heavenly Father, that the spirit of religion pervade our
every home, so that America may be exalted in righteousness.
Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, October 20, 1939,
was read and approved.
THE LATE FRED S. PURNELL

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK].

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, it is with deep sorrow that I
arise to announce the death on last Saturday, October 21, of
a former distinguished Member of this body, the Honorable
Fred S. Purnell, of Indiana,

Fred Purnell, then a young man 35 years of age, came to
Congress in 1917 as the representative of the old Ninth
Indiana District. His first service was in the Sixty-fifth
or war Congress. For 16 of the best years of his life he
served his distriet and his State and Nation with honor and
distinetion. That he became ranking Republican member
on the Rules Committee and second ranking Republican
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member of the Committee on Agriculture, Is evidence of his
high standing and influential position in the Halls of
Congress.

Those who knew Fred Purnell personally will best re-
member him for his fine congeniality and affable disposition
which, together with his unceasing dilizence and great
ability, earned for him the sincere respect of his colleagues.
His was the sort of service which is typical of the best of
representative government. His was a service which any
young man coming to Congress may well emulate. With such
service the future of representative democracy is assured.

The country can ill afford to lose such a loyal and patriotic
citizen as was Fred Purnell. His passing is a distinct loss
to his State and Nation.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. LupLowl.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, as the senior member of the
Indiana congressional delegation in point of service, whose
privilege it was to be associated with Mr. Purnell in Congress,
I appreciate this opportunity to pay a humble tribute to his
memory.

As my colleague has announced, Fred Sampson Purnell,
Representative from Indiana for seven terms, beginning with
the Sixty-fifth Congress and ending with the Seventy-second
Congress, passed away at Walter Reed Hospital Saturday
afternoon after a lingering illness of 2 years, which took an
acute form about a week ago.

Many Members still serving in the House and Senate will
remember him with endearing recollections, as he was a gen-
eral favorite in the national lawmaking body on account of
his sterling character and his warm, ingratiating personality.
Enemies he had none, and there were no party lines in his
friendships. His genial, sunny nature, his bon homme qual-
ities, and his keen sense of humor made him the life of every
party that was graced with his presence. One of his old
friends, speaking of him yesterday, paid him the beautiful
tribute of saying: “All through his life he scattered sunshine.”
He had an amazing faculty for making friends. As a racon-
teur this body never had his superior. Not even Thomas
Bracket Reed, James E. Watson, “Uncle Joe” Cannon, or Jochn
Sharp Williams eclipsed him as a story teller, and his com-
ments about persons and things were free from rancor and
without any tinge of malice. He was an accomplished
speaker, and in his younger days had been a very good ama-
teur actor. His widow and two sons, Samuel and Fritz, sur-
vive him. The Purnell home at Attica, Ind., was famous as
a center of gracious friendliness where Hoosier hospitality
flourished at its best.

It seems only a little while since Fred Purnell was a force-
ful and dramatic figure on this stage of action. When I first
came here as a Member in the Seventy-first Congress the
party to which Mr. Purnell belonged was in control, and he
was one of the outstanding leaders of the House, constantly
on the firing line and playing a heavy role in its deliberations.
The field of his activities included the Rules Committee, the
Committee on Agriculture, and the steering committee, which
arranged the House program. He was third on the Committee
on Rules, with Bert Snell, of New York, as chairman, and
was the ranking member of the Committee on Agriculture.
In the Seventy-second Congress, with control having switched
to the Democrats, he became ranking minority member of
the Rules Committee and had as associates on that committee
five gentlemen who are still Members of the House: Mr.
Speaker BANKHEAD; the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SABATH];
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox]; the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. MicHENER]; and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MarTIN]. He had a brilliant and active mind,
which was quick to seize legitimate party advantage, but with
no trace of unfairness toward his adversaries. It was on
the Committee on Agriculture that his talents shone most
luminously. Born on a farm, he carved out for himself a
successful career in the law, but he never got far away from
the tang of the soil. He was a deep student of agricultural
problems and was the author of considerable agricultural
legislation, including the law now on the statute books under
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which patents are granted to those who produce new and dis-~
tinctive species of flowers and fruits. He and the wizard,
Luther Burbank, collaborated in drafting this bill, and Mr.
Purnell was its legislative father.

Funeral services were held at Hines’ funeral parlors yes-
terday afternoon with many Members and ex-Members of
Congress and others of distinction in the audience; and our
honored Chaplain cof the House, James Shera Montgomery,
delivered a wonderfully beautiful and consoling sermon.

On Wednesday afternoon, out in Indiana, amid the hallowed
scenes of his boyhood, the body of our former colleague will
be committed to the grave—“earth to earth, ashes to ashes,
dust to dust”—and many are there who mourn, and many
are here and throughout the country whose hearts are
touched, for Fred Sampson Purnell was widely known as a
man without guile—a good citizen in every sense that mean-
ingful term connotes, a true friend, and a great American.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. JoNEs].

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I want to join with
many of his other friends in paying a word of tribute to
Fred Purnell. I think the House soon gets the measure
of a man after a rather brief period of service, but there is
no place where we learn to know men better than when we
serve with them on the same committees.

It was my privilege to serve for a number of years on
the Committee on Agriculture with Fred Purnell, of In-
diana. He was one of the truly fine spirits with which it
has been my privilége to be associated. He was clear
minded, he was able, energetic, and industrious. When he
gave you his word you could bank on it like you could bank
on water running downhill.

One of the beautiful things connected with service here
is the fine memories that one has of his experiences with
other chosen representatives of the American people. From
time to time both in committee and on the floor of the
House I have had sharp tilts with Fred Purnell, but I never
knew him to hit below the belt. I never knew him to take
an unfair advantage. I never knew him to do other than
the straightforward thing. That type of man, it seems to
me, is not only a credit to his party and to the House of
Representatives, but is truly an asset to the country.

In addition to industry and ability, he was a man of fine
personal qualities, one with whom it was a pleasure to as-
sociate, and one from association with whom you carry
away many glorious memories. His death is not only a loss
to his State but is a loss to the entire country. He was
one of those truly able citizens who was always willing when
a crisis came to place his country above his party. I feel
that he is worthy of all of the generous things that may be
said about him on this occasion.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. SPRINGER].

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, death has again invaded
the ranks of those who have been our colleagues in this great
lawmaking body. In the death of the Honorable Fred S. Pur-
nell, which occurred in Washington on Saturday, the 21st day
of October, 1939, we have lost a very distinguished citizen and
a fine friend. The death of this good citizen is a very distinct
shock and loss to me.

Fred 8. Purnell served in this body continuously from 1917
until 1933, representing the Ninth District, as then constituted,
of the State of Indiana. During his long period of service in
the Congress he was a member of the Agricultural Committee,
and he later became the chairman of that great committee.
His services in this body were outstanding and he put his full
energy and his undivided devotion into his work.

The successive steps of the life of our friend, in the more
active period of it, began following his graduation from
Indiana University in the year 1904; he immediately began
the practice of his chosen profession, the law, in which field
of activity he made a marked progress, and later, in the year
1910, he was chosen as city attorney of his home city, Attica,
Ind., which position he held until in the year 1914. He was
elected by the people in his district as a Member of the Sixty-
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fifth Congress and he was elected and served as the Repre-
sentative of the people of his congressional district for the
period of 16 years., Throughout his life and in the various
positions of trust he occupied he was entirely devoted to the
duties before him. He was true to the trust reposed in him.
He was a faithful public servant. The fine service he ren-
dered in the Congress will long be remembered by all of those
who served with him and who knew him.

May I say in passing that this fine friend of ours, Fred S.
Purnell, possessed a fine character. One of the ouftstanding
characteristics he possessed was his friendliness to the people;
his smile was ever a beacon of sunlight and love to his
friends; when the vision of worlds gone wrong came upon
others, even in time of great stress, a kindly word and a
friendly smile from our esteemed friend made all seem right
again. He filled his niche in life with a fine devotion to the
helpfulness of others.

Mr. Speaker, in the closing of the life of our distinguished
colleague of former years, whose devotion to duty was his
watchword, whose unwavering study and interest in all great
public questions did not dim as the years passed by, whose
unfaltering energy buoyed him up and spurred him on to meet
the exigencies of life even in the face of failing health, we
may truly say of him, “This was a man!”

We say farewell to him today. His life and his achieve-
ments will inspire us throughout the years to come.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HARNESS].

Mr. HARNESS. Mr. Speaker, it is with a heavy heart that
I rise to address the House on this occasion. The death of
Fred Purnell has been a shock to me. He was my friend.

For 16 years Fred Purnell served in this House as my Con-
gressman from the old Ninth District of Indiana. He was
highly respected and loved by the people of that district and
the State of Indiana. He served in this body with honor and
distinction to his country and to his native State of Indiana,
which he loved so well. Fred Purnell typified the finest in
American statesmanship.

Born on an Indiana farm, he grew up in the best of middle-
American traditions. He was educated in the public schools
of Veedersburg, Ind., a peaceful little rural community which
he always called home,

His passing is indeed a loss to the people of Indiana and the
people of this Nation. I shall ask the indulgence of the
Members of the House at a later date to pay a more just and
adequate tribute to the memory of Fred Purnell.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I arise to pay my tribute
of love, honor, and respect to the life and character of one
who has crossed the bar.

Fred Purnell was my friend. His friends were limited
only by his acquaintances. He had an unusually attractive
personality. Possessed of a quick mind and a responsive
tongue, he was always careful not to use that tongue to the
discomfiture of those about him. He was at his best in
general debate on the floor of the House. He was an extraor-
dinary public speaker—one of the kind recognized because
of his effectiveness. His speaking ability made him popular
throughout the country, and to my personal knowledge he
received many, many invitations to speak before various
groups on various subjects.

He was a Member of the House when I came here in 1919,
Our families lived at the same hotel. Our children grew up
together. In short, I knew him well. We served together
on the Rules Committee for a number of years, and I came
to know intimately of his great ability and fairness.  The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES] expressed well my senti-
ment when he said, in substance, that Mr. Purnell was the
type of man to be both feared and respected in debate, and
that he never struck below the belt.

Politically, Mr. Purnell was a Republican. He was not
passive but, on the other hand, an active Republican. He
was a Republican because of the faith that was in him, yet
he conceded the right to the other fellow to be just as sincere
in his political faith. He was always tolerant. We shall
miss him.
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The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. CROWE].

Mr. CROWE. Mr. Speaker, I was saddened because of the
death of my friend Fred Purnell, formerly a Member of Con-
gress from Indiana.

It was my great pleasure to know Mr. Purnell for a number
of years. I had always known him to be a real gentleman,
an honorable citizen, and a dependable and loyal friend. He
served the House and he served the country with distinct
ability and statesmanship. I regret very much to learn of
his passing, which was so premature, as he was probably only
in middle life or a little past. It is regrettable that a man of
such high attainments and such good character, such a splen-
did citizen and gentleman as Fred Purnell, should pass away
so suddenly and unexpectedly. He was an able legislator.
He bore much of the load on many occasions when legislation
of importance was before the House. He did not lend him-
self to idle talk but adhered to the subject matter to which
he addressed himself. To know him was to love him, and
everyone with whom he came in contact was enriched by his
acquaintance. May his rest be peaceful.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, it was not my privi-
lege to have served with the Honorable Fred Purnell during
his illustrious career in the House of Representatives. I
learned to know him shortly after the beginning of the regular
session last January, at which time he occupied a high posi-
tion in the office of the Comptroller General. It was my privi-
lege to see him often in the months that followed. At our
Indiana gatherings he was the friend of all, and all were his
friends.

The high esteem and the affection for Fred Purnell shared
by all Hoosiers was well exemplified there.

He was a kind and loving husband, father, and friend—one
of whom it can truly be said the world is a better place in
which to live for his having been with us.

Our deepest sympathy in this hour of sorrow goes out to
his widow and children. Indiana has lost, America has lost,
a great leader, a great statesman, and a great American.

Mr. GILLIE. Mr. Speaker, in the passing of our late be-
loved colleague, Hon. Fred S. Purnell, Indiana has lost one
of its most distinguished, earnest, and faithful patriots, and
the people of the old Ninth District have lost one of the most
conscientious Representatives any district ever had.

Only a few days ago Fred Purnell was a visitor on the very
floor of this House. Although he was in poor health, he was
still the same jolly good fellow who won the devotion of count-
less thousands during his long career of public service.

Today he is on his way back to his beloved Indiana, and
his many friends here in the Nation's Capital are with him in
spirit. On Wédnesday he will be laid to rest in the soil of the
country he loved so well.

Fred S. Purnell led a full, eventful, varied, and colorful life,
and had in turn been a student in school and university, a
lawyer and city attorney, a Member of Congress, and a Fed-
eral Government official. He took very seriously the duties
and responsibilities of his position as a Member of this body
and labored incessantly without surcease in the interests of
his constituents and the American people as a whole.

As one of his friends and associates, I mourn his passing
with those who have likewise been associated with him. To
his sorrowing widow let us extend the sympathy which her
hour of grief and sorrow entitles her, but let us bring to her
also the consolation that a faithful servant and a devoted
husband has gone to his just reward.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. Under a special order of the House here-
tofore entered, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. EncgL]
is entitled to be recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to his colleague?

Mr. ENGEL. If it is not taken out of my time; yes, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is of the impression that where
a special order has been entered, as is the case here, for a
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Member to be allowed to address the House immediately
after the reading of the Journal, the gentleman is entitled
to be recognized and any other proceedings would, under the
rules, be taken out of his time, The Chair wishes to announce
this at this time because he has given some consideration to
the matter. This applies to both sides of the House.

Mr. DOWELL. Mr, Speaker——

The SPEAEKER. The gentleman from Michigan has the
floor. Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman from Iowa?

Mr, ENGEL. I yield, Mr, Speaker.

Mr. DOWELL. I only wish to make the suggestion that
by unanimous consent the House can permit the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DonpEro] to proceed for a few moments
before the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ENGEL] proceeds
in the time allowed him,

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman from Michigan will
yield for that request, the Chair will recognize the gentleman.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my time be extended 5 minutes, and then I can yield to these
gentlemen, if that is in order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ENGEL]?

There was no objection.

Mr. ENGEL. I now yield to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DonpERO], Mr. Speaker.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, with a world in confusion
caused by war, with governments threatened, some tottering
while others have entirely disappeared, it may be well for us
here in the United States to take inventory of some of the
privileges and securities under which we live in this country as
compared with the conditions that exist and under which peo-
ple in other parts of the world are compelled to live.

In a weekly newspaper published in my congressional dis-
trict, the Clawson-Troy News, under date of October 19, 1939,
there was inserted by Mayor Ernest R. Baldwin, of Berkley,
Mich., also in my congressional district, this short résumé
of what we as Americans may do well to appreciate today.
I want to give it to the House.

IT’S GLORIOUS TO BE AN AMERICAN THESE DAYS
{(By Mayor Ernest R. Baldwin, of Berkley)

This is a review of an article which appeared recently in the
New York Sun:

“He Is an American.”

He hears an airplane, and if he loocks up at all does so in curi-
osity, neither in fear nor in the hope of seeing a protector. His
wife goes shopping and her purchases are limited by her needs,
not by decree,

He comes home at night through streets which are well lighted.

He reads his newspaper and knows that what it says is not con-
cocted by a bureau, but an honest effort to present the truth.

He has never had a gas mask on.

He has never been in a bomb-proof shelter.

He belongs to such organizations and clubs as he wishes.

He adheres to a political party, but with the distinct reservation
that he may criticize any of its policies, even, if it be his decision,
one which holds that the theory of government of the country
should be scrapped.

He does not believe, if his party is out of power, that the only
way in which it can come into power 18 through a bloody
revolution.

He converses with anyone, expressing freely his opinion on any
subject without fear.

He does not expect his mail to be opened, nor his telephone to
be tapped.

He has not registered with the police.

He thinks of his neighbors across international borders—of those
north as though they were across a State line, rather than for-
eigners—of those to the south more as strangers since they speak
a language different from his, and with the knowledge that there
are now matters of difference between his Government and theirs,
but of neither with an expectancy of war.

He worships God in the fashion of his choice.

His children are with him in his home, neither removed to a
place of greater safety, if young, nor, if older, ordered ready to
leave the State.

He has his problems, his troubles, his uncertainties, but all
others are not shadowed by the imminence of battle and sudden
death,

He should struggle to preserve his Americanism with its priceless
privileges.

He is a fortunate man.

He is an American.



758

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize Members for
requests to extend their own remarks in the REcorbp.

Mr., FADDIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Appendix of the Recorp and
include therein a poem called The Flag on Ehrenbreitstein.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLE of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Appendix of the
Recorp and include therein an address I delivered Friday
night at Fort Worth, Tex., including in the address some
extracts from previous reports of the House and an address
I made on the subject of petroleum. :

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mr. GAVAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include
therein a recent speech I made.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a letter I received from the welfare officer of the Order of
the Purple Heart.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the REecorp on the reciprocal-
trade agreements and include therein an editorial from the
Washington Post and a short article from the New York
Times.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr, THILL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the ReEcorp and include therein
a short newspaper article from the Milwaukee Journal.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. LaMBERTSON, and Mr. THorRKELSON asked
and were given permission to extend their own remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a resolution passed by the National Convention of the
American Legion on neutrality.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr, LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and in-
clude therein Views of the News, appearing in the Los An-
geles Daily News and Evening News of September 26-27,
1939.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on Thursday next, following any special orders heretofore
entered, I may be permifted to address the House for 20
minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Nebraska?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to in-
clude therein a short editorial.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
insert in the REcorp a speech I delivered before the Republi-
can Club of Chambersburg, Pa., setiing forth the achieve-
ments of the minority party during the Congress and con-
demning certain communistic activities.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr, MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp following the remarks
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Harness]l on the life,
character, and public service of Mr. Purnell.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Under the previous order of the House,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Enger] is recognized for
23 minutes.

NEUTRALITY

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, while many amendments have
been proposed to the present neutrality law, I want to con-
fine my remarks this afternoon to the question, “Will the
repeal or the failure to repeal the arms embargo tend to get
us into war?” I am frank to confess that personally I have
the same prejudice that the most radical anti-Hitler Member
of this House has.

My ancestors came from Alsace-Lorraine. For hundreds
of years they fought in French wars. My grandfather was
an employee of the empire under Napoleon ITI. My father
and mother were born in France. Three uncles and my
father served in the Franco-Prussian War of 1871. In 1871
Alsace-Lorraine had a population of three millions of people.
When France tock those provinces back in 1918, there were
approximately 750,000 original inhabitants left. The re-
mainder were Germans, Some of my relatives went to
France, some to America, and a few remained in Alsace. My
father and mother came to America in 1871.

I served 27 months in the Army during the World War, in-
cluding nearly 23 months in France and Germany. One of
my cousins was Kkilled in the German Army on the Russian
front. Another, I was informed, was killed at Verdun in the
French Army. Still another, while in the German Army,
walked across the lines because he refused to fight against
the Americans and was in a detention camp at Tours. The
father of these boys was a crippled veteran of the war of
1871. He told me that from 1871 to 1919, and for 48 years,
each morning he had gone o church and prayed that the
Almighty God might let him live to see Alsace French again.
When Alsace became French he went to church every morn-
ing and thanked the Almighty God that he did let him live
to see Alsace French again. This despite the fact that all
his sons served in the German Army. Alsace-Lorraine was
the Poland and the Czechoslovakia of the Franco-Prussian
War of 1871.

Naturally, my sympathies are with the Allies, and with
those smaller liberty-loving nations who have been so ruth-
lessly crushed. I consider the partition of Poland and
Czechoslovakia outrageous. Every drop of my blood rebels
against Hitlerism and Stalinism. I have the same prejudices
and sympathies that the most rabid anti-Hitler-Stalin Mem-
ber of this House has. Nevertheless, my duty as a Member of
Congress is to remain neutral. True neutrality, the kind and
the only kind of neutrality that will keep us out of war, is the
neutrality that scrupulously refuses to take sides in the
conflict.

THE MOST IMPORTANT QUESTION BEFORE THE CONGRESS 1S: “WILL THE
REPEAL OR THE FAILURE TO REPEAL THE ARMS EMBARGO TEND TO GET
US INTO THE EUROPEAN WAR?”

This question should be decided calmly and deliberately.
Our personal sympathies, prejudices, hatred, likes, or dis-
likes for individuals or governments have no place in making
this most important decision,
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Four years ago we enacted a neutrality law. This act was
passed by an almost unanimous vote of both Houses of Con-
gress, without regard to party, on the recommendation of the
President. It was passed after an investigation into the
munitions traffic by a special committee which spent months
obtaining information. It had the almost united support
of the entire Nation. The Foreign Affairs Committee—an
able body in both Houses—gave it months of consideration.
After calm and deliberate consideration we, in effect, said:
“If another world war comes, this is what America must do
to keep out of war.,” This act was amended several times
since then, but not once was it suggested that we should re-
peal the arms embargo.

We are now asked to repeal the most important part of
that law—the arms embargo. The burden of proof is with
the proponents of repeal. The proponents claim that the
arms embargo is unfair to England and Prance; that it is
unneutral. The President—the leading proponent of re-
peal—in his message to the Congress asked for its repeal be-
cause “it impairs the peaceful relations of the United States
with foreign nations.” “I ask it"—the repeal of the provi-
sions of the arms embargo—he says, “because they are, in my
cpinion, most dangerous to American neutrality, American
security, and American peace.” He then discusses other
amendments, including the waiving of certain American
rights.

He argues that the law should be amended to make certain
acts illegal which are now legal, and which might get us into
war. With this contention I am inclined to agree. But what
has this to do with the question as to whether the arms
embargo should be repealed?

He says that the arms embargo threatens our neutrality
and that a failure to repeal its provisions endangers Amer-
ican peace and will bring us nearer to war. Nearer to war
with whom? With Germany, Italy, or Russia, assuming that
these three nations will ultimately be opposed to England and
France? Will failure to repeal the arms embargo enacted 4
years before war was declared endanger our peace and bring
us nearer to war with these countries? To argue that a
failure to furnish arms and ammunition to England and
France with which to shoot German, Italian, and Russian
soldiers; with which to devastate their lands and villages;
with which to kill their civilian populations, will bring us
nearer to war with those countries is the height of absurdity.
Surely the President could not have meant that.

Endanger our peace with France and England? Would
France and England declare war on the United States be-
cause we refused to furnish them arms or ammunition with
which to carry on their warfare? What about Holland, Den-
mark, Norway, Sweden, and other countries which have sim-
ilar laws. Have such laws endangered their peace? Was
there one word of protest from any country when the act was
passed or since? Who says that our arms embargo is un-
neutral? Surely not Germany, Russia, nor Italy. England
and France have made no claims that the act was unneutral.
To argue that England and France would declare war against
the United States and throw the enormous power of our air
forces, Navy, and economic power to the German side is
absurd. Surely the President did not mean that our failure
to repeal the arms embargo endangered the peace with
France and England. What then did he mean? God and he
only know,

The fact of the matter is that the failure to repeal the
arms embargo and the refusal to furnish arms and ammuni-
tion to warring nations is the surest way to keep us out of
war. No one will declare war if we take no action.

Ah! But you argue, “If Germany wins and England and
France are defeated, she will come over here and make war
on us. It is better to help France and England to defeat
Germany than to be compelled to fight her alone in case the
Allies are defeated.” Is not that the crux of the entire argu-
ment for repeal? Is it not based solely upon our desire that
England and France win and that Germany be defeated?
Since when has Germany or any other nation become the
traditional enemy of the United States? If this be our atti-
tude, if the repeal legislation is based upon our desire to
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defeat Germany and bring about victory for France and
England—and judging from congressional debates it appar-
ently is—what becomes of our neutrality? Let us face the
facts. Let us be fair and frank and call this an unneutrality
bill or a law to help England and France to defeat Germany,
since that seems to be the objective of the proponents of
repeal.

I, as all of the other Members of Congress, received many
letters, perhaps 50 to 1 against repeal. One of these letters
was short, concise, and to the point. It expressed the argu-
ment, desire, and hope of the repealists in the most concise
way. This writer said:

I want you to be just as damn unneutral as you can be without
getting us into war.

Let us be frank and say that the purpose of this bill is
to be “just as damn unneutral as we can be without getting
us into the war.,” Repealists want fis to skate just as close
to the brink of war, just as near to the precipice beyond
which is ruin, death, crippled soldiers, financial disaster,
bankruptey, and all the horrors of war, without going over
the brink. That is a dangerous policy, Mr. Speaker, and I
refuse to follow it. On the contrary, I am going to stay just
as far away from that precipice and from the dangers of war

as possible. We followed a similar policy of unneutrality in
1915-17 and got into the war. The same policy will take us
in again.

The argument that “if the Allies lose we will be compelled
to fight Germany alone” was the same argument advanced in
1915, 1916, and 1917. It had its beginning, I believe, in a
statement issued by Sir Edward Grey, British Minister, in
May 1915, when he said:

America must remember that we—

England—
are fighting her fight as well as our own to save the civilization of
the world.

It was the same argument upon which England and France
based their claim that we should not collect the war debts.
It was the same argument that finally found growth in the
minds of the American people and helped to get us into the
war in 1917. And how was it answered in 1915? Colonel
House, in writing to President Wilson in July 1915, ridiculed
that argument,

Page—
American Ambassador—
is in a blue funk.—

He wrote—

To read his letters one would think that the Germans were just
outside of London and moving rapidly on New York.

Again he wrote Wilson:

Our hopes, our aspirations, and our sympathies are clearly woven
with the democracies of France and England, and it is this that
causes our hearts and potential economic help to go ocut to them
and not the fear of what would follow for us in their defeat.

Woodrow Wilson, in commenting upon the same subject,
said:

No matter how the Great War ends, there will be complete ex-
haustion, and even if Germany wins, she will not be in a condition
to sericusly menace our country.

There is not a responsible Army officer, active or retired,
who will uphold that argument. I have talked with many of
them and they state that there is little or no danger of
German attack.

Gen. Hugh Johnson, in his column of October 12, in dis-
cussing this possibility, said:

It is argued that we must get In for self-defense because Hitler
threatens us. If that were remotely true, we ought to get in tomor-
row, not on any such powder-pufl assault as this but with horse,
foot, and guns.

Again he said:

It is not true at all. It is the most ill-informed, half-baked, bla-
tant, dangerous, and insupportable demagogy—it is exactly the soapy
sophistry that pulled us into the World War and almost ruined us.

General Johnson branded that argument for what it is—
pure propaganda.
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If anyone thinks that the prorepealists, including the Pres-
ident, are neutral, let them answer this question: If Ger-
many, instead of England, controlled the high seas, would the
President have called a special session of Congress and would
Congress now have before it a bill to repeal the Arms Embargo
Act? You and I know that we would not be confronted with
this legislation. This in itself stamps this an unneutral act.
The bill to lift the arms embargo is the most unneutral act
ever presented to Congress, and its passage will stamp us as
unneuiral in the eyes of the world.

LIFTING ARMS EMBARGO AN TUNNEUTRAL ACT?

The lifting of the arms embargo would in itself, under our
own interpretation of the accepted rules of international law,
be an unfriendly act so serious as to justify Germany, under
international law, in declaring war upon the United States.
The same question presented to Congress today was pre-
sented to Mr. Wilson and the Congress of the United States
in 1914 and 1915. In December 1914 Senator Hitchcock, of
Nebraska, introduced a resolution in the Senate placing an
embargo on the export of munitions of war to any bel-
ligerent. Germany and Austria protested the selling of arms
and ammunition and war supplies to the Allies on the grounds
that it constituted an unfriendly and unneutral act. Secre-
tary of State Bryan, with the approval of President Wilson,
on April 21, 1915, and just a year after the World War began,
in a note to Germany expressed this Government’s view of the
question from an international law point of view as follows:

This Government is constrained to hold in view of the present
indisputable doctrines of international law—that any change in its
own laws of neutrality during the progress of a war which would
affect unequally the relations of the United States with the nations
at war would be an unjustifiable departure from the principle of
strict neutrality by which it has consistently sought to direct its
actions. The placing of an arms embargo on the trade in arms at
the present time would constitute such a change and be a direct
violation of the neutrality of the United States. i

On December 11, 1914, Hon. Walter Hines Page, the Ameri-
can Ambassador to Great Britain, cabled the Secretary of
State as follows:

SBir Edward Grey unofficially expressed the hope to me that the
bill introduced by Mr. Hitchcock in the Senate will not pass, aimed
to prohibit the exportation by private firms of munitions of war to
any belligerent. He calls attention to the fact that this would be
special legislation passed while war 1s In progress, making a radical
departure from a long-established custom, and that for this reason
(it would appear?) an unneutral act toward the belligerents that
can profit by it.

This view has been recently expressed by Dr. Charles
Cheney Hyde, my old professor of international law at North-
western University, and his colleague, Dr. Phillip C. Jessup,
now both of Cclumbia University. The gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. MiLLEr], on October 17, page 529 of the
REcorD, stated that within 48 hours after the special session
was opened he asked the State Department to suggest to him
four or five names of men they considered outstanding au-
thorities on international law. He had submitted to him five
names: Dr. Jessup and Dr. Hyde, of Columbia; Dr. Beamis
and Dr. Griswold, of Yale; and one other whose name Mr.
Miller could not recall. Upon inquiry, each one of the five
expressed the opinion that the repeal of the arms embargo
under existing circumstances would be an unfriendly and
unneutral act.

Some months ago President Roosevelt, in a moment of dis-
pleasure, ordered our Ambassador to return to the United
States to report on the condition in Germany. Germany, in
retaliation and resentment, ordered her Ambassador to re-
turn to Germany, and for months we have had no Am-
bassador at Berlin and Geérmany has had no Ambassador at
Washington. All the work of the two embassies is being done
by secretaries. We are, and have been for months, just a
step, and a short step at that, from the severance of diplo-
matic relations with Germany. Should we repeal the arms
embargo Germany would, under the accepted rules of inter-
national law, be justified in severing diplomatic relations
on the ground that we had committed an unfriendly act with
the sole purpose of bringing about her defeat in the present
war with England and France. She could point to the con-
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gressional debates, press and radio speeches by Members of
both Houses of Congress as substantiating her position.

She would undoubtedly point to our own statement that
“any change in its own law—United States laws—of neutrality
during the progress of a war which would affect unequally
the relations of the United States with the nations at war
would be an unjustifiable departure from the principles of
strict neutrality.” Germany could, and would, point to our
own interpretation of international law and say that if the
placing of an arms embargo on the trade in arms after the
declaration of war was an unneutral and unfriendly act dur-
ing the World War, then the taking off of an embargo on
trade in arms after the declaration of war in the present
war would be “under the indisputable doctrines of inter-
national law,” an unfriendly and unneutral act.

She would point out the fact that such action was taken
deliberately with the sole purpose of bringing about the de-
feat of Germany and the success of England and France.
She need go no further than our own CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
for conclusive evidence that under the “indisputable doc-
trines of international law” we had been guilty not only of
unneutral conduct but of deliberate unfriendly acts so serious
in their effect as to convict us by our own record in the court
of world opinion, and justify Germany under the rules of
international law in not only severing that slim thread upon
which our present diplomatic relation now hangs but justify
her in declaring war against the United States.

If we remain neutral, as I believe America hopes and prays
we shall, many questions involving our rights upon the high
seas, many questions involving our rights under international
law not covered by the Neutrality Act will arise, particularly
between England and America and Germany and America.

., Our State Department has time after time deplored the
fact that foreign countries have violated the rules of inter=
national law. We have denounced Germany and other
nations in the past, time and again, for those violations.
Thus far, since Herr Hitler has been in control of Germany,
as far as America is concerned, Germany has apparently
scrupulously obeyed the rules of international law. Let us
be fair and, much as we may dislike him, give him credit for
that fact. Although I have asked many Members of Con-
gress, none has been able to point out one instance where
Germany, since the Hitler regime, has willfully and deliber-
ately violated one international right the United States has
had.

How can we expect Germany or any other nation to con-
tinue to observe the rules of international law in the pro-
tection of our rights, and how can we condemn them for
violating such rules of law, if we, under our own accepted
definition of international law, have been the first to violate
them? How can we insist upon our rights when we, in the
repeal of the arms embargo—should it be repealed—have
been guilty in our own language of an “unjustifiable depar=
ture from the principle of strict neutrality” and of an un-
neutral act under “the present indisputable doctrines of
international law”?

I believe it is the duty of Congress and America, under the
admitted rules of international law, to take absolutely no
sides; that the repeal of the arms embargo is taking sides and
is an unfriendly and unneutral act under our own interpre-
tation of international law. The real threat of war today
lies in the repeal of the arms embargo, which, under every
rule of international law and under our own interpretation
of international law, is an unfriendly and unneutral act.

Let us not be guided by prejudice, by hatred, by a desire
to help England and France, and to see Germany lose, in
the decision of this question. Let us not be just as unneutral
as we can be without getting into war.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the time of the gentleman from Michigan be extended
10 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Terry). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
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Mr, ENGEL. The history of the World War has now been
written, After 20 years the papers, letters, and messages,
notes, and so forth, of the makers of history are available.
The historian now can judge their action calmly and in the
light of history. No one can look over that history without
finding much to condemn in the attitude of our own Govern-
ment and on the part of at least some of those who made
that history. No one can read that history without saying
that America, through its officials, was deliberately unfriendly
and unneutral before we declared war. We are not writing
history today. We are making it. The historian of the next
quarter of a eentury will write it. If we follow the same
course which we followed 25 years ago, we in all probability
will obtain results more serious than before—so serious as to
threaten our Republic.

The result may be war with all its casualties—dead, mental
defectives, widows, orphans, and Gold Star Mothers; billions
of dollars in taxation on top of the tremendous taxation we
now have; billions of dollars in debt piled up on top of the
$45,000,000,000 debt we now owe. Calvin Coolidge once said
that when the last pension claim will have been paid, our
cost of the World War will have aggregated $100,000,000,000.
Anyone who can lock at this picture calmly and deliberately
must decide that the tragedies that will follow our entry into
a second war will be much worse than the first. I am more
concerned with saving our Republic from such a disaster than
I am with saving the so-called democracies of Europe, whose
greatest regret is that Germany crawled into the Communist
bed first and left no room for the so-called democracies,
England and France; that after Hitler got into bed with
Stalin there was no room for Chamberlain and Daladier;
democracies who, when we were trying to make the world
safe for democracy, had already signed, without our knowl-
edge, a secret treaty dividing the spoils in case of victory.

Let me warn my comrades, the veterans of the World
‘War, that the cost of another World War, with thousands,
or perhaps hundreds of thousands, of wounded, widows, and
orphans—another war debt on top of the $45,000,000,000
debt we now have—will make necessary another Economy
Act and wipe out or drastically reduce to a mere pittance
every veteran's benefit—the present or future war veteran,
his widow, and orphans will receive.

Mr. Speaker, this bill violates every principle of true neu-
trality as expressed by President Woodrow Wilson when he
issued his first neutrality proclamation at the beginning of
the World War.

The United States—

He said—
must be neutral in fact as well as in name during these days that
are to try men's souls. We must be impartial in thought as well
as in action.,

Mr. PATRICEKE. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman from
Michigan yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. PATRICK. Does the gentleman take the position,
then, that whatever happens to be our law at the time two
nations declare war, we are frozen in our tracks that we make
for ourselves with respect to enacting legislation in the matter
of neutrality during the course of that war, even if it runs
25 years or 100 years?

Mr. ENGEL. My position is exactly the same as that of
the five authorities on international law recommended by
Mr. Hull, and also the position that Lansing and Wilson and
the others took in 1917, that certain changes in our domestic
law after war has been declared constitute an unneutral and
an unfriendly act if these changes benefit one belligerent as
against the other,

Mr, PATRICK. As far as I am concerned in this matter, let
me say preliminarily, it does not make one iota of difference
who has the advantage of the seas, whether it is England or
Germany or France, insofar as the effectiveness and the effi-
cacy of this legislation is concerned, and does not the gentle-
man concede that this is a law passed by us and for us, so far
as this Nation is concerned, and whatever changes may take
place over there as to who has the advantage of the seas, that
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should not affect us, and if we were to adopt the policy the
gentleman has referred to with respect to making laws, then
we would be bound by whatever our law happened to be at the
initial time, and we could not pursue a course to meet any-
thing that might come up in the future.

Mr. ENGEL. My position is based upon our own interpre-
tation of international law; namely, that any change or
changes that benefit one side as against the other, which are
made after war is declared, is an unneutral act.

Mr. PATRICK. Has that anything to do with us? Can we
have anything to do with who has the advantage on the high
seas?

Mr. ENGEL. That has nothing to do with who has the
advantage on the high seas at all.

Mr. PATRICK. Does this law have anything to do with it?

Mr. ENGEL. It would be an unneutral act under our own
interpretation of international law. International law is like
our common law—a series of rules and precedents.

Mr. PATRICK. That is true.

Mr. ENGEL. And we have been following them for years.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL, I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN. May I say to the gentleman from Ala-
bama—Birmingham, I think it is?

Mr. PATRICK. Yes.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Suppose it is third down and four to go;
do you want to make it third down and two to go—is that
fair?

Mr. PATRICK. Tennessee won the game Saturday.

Mr. COX. Mr, Speaker, I would like for the gentleman to
yield to me in order that I may say that I think the gentleman
has made a very valuable contribution to this important de-
bate. While I reach a conclusion different to that reached by
the gentleman, nevertheless, I deem it but fair to say that the
logic of the gentleman’s statement is most difficult to an-
swer. The gentleman has met the issue fairly and squarely,
and he has discussed it as an honest man, giving this House
and the country the benefit of well-considered and well-
formed conclusions reached by the gentleman.

Mr. ENGEL. I thank the gentleman from Georgia.
plause.]

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield.

Mr., WOLCOTT. Is not the point of the gentleman’s re-
marks, in answer to the point raised by the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Patrick], simply this: That, of course, noth-
ing in international law can prevent this Congress changing
any law which it has originally passed, but the point is
whether we can do it and still be neutral?

Mr. ENGEL. That is exactly the question.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. In answer to the contention that the repeal
of this law would render our attitude unneutral, because it
would be licensing the munition manufacturers in this coun-
try to ship explosives and poison gas to be used largely to
destroy the lives of helpless women and children in Germany,
someone came back and said, “No; that is not true, because
if this embargo is raised the munitions can be shipped to Ger-
many through Russia and be used also to destroy the lives
of innocent women and children in France and England.”
He said, “To make the picture more complete, if we get into
war later, those same munitions might be used to destroy the
lives of women and children in this country.” I am wonder-
ing if the gentleman thinks that that proposition, that those
munitions will be shipped to all countries to destroy the lives
of innocent civilians, has any tendency in his mind to offset
the contention that the repeal of this law would not be a
neutral act?

Mr. ENGEL. I am absolutely opposed, and have been, to
the sale of munitions of war to any of these countries. The
President, I believe, has the power to prohibit shipments if he
thinks they are not going to a neutral country. England
and Russia recently made a trade treaty whereby Russia was
to furnish England timber and England was to furnish
Russia with rubber. How do we know that that rubber which

[Ap-
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England is trading to Russia for timber is not going to be
used for tires on military trucks? I am opposed to the sale
or transportation of arms and ammunition to any belligerent
whether it be England, France, or Germany.

Mr, PATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. PATRICK. In the application of this law for England
or Germany or France, or whoever is the prospective pur-
chaser of ours, is the important thing the finished product
or the makings of it? What do they care a continental
whoop whether they have the thing finished when they can
assemble it and put it together in a few hours?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Terry). The time of
the gentleman from Michigan has again expired.

Mr, GIFFORD. I ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman have 1 additional minute,

Mr, MAPES. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimcus consent that
the gentleman’s time be extended 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATRICE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield.

Mr. PATRICK. What is the importance to the prospective
purchaser whether he has the unfinished product or whether
he has it in explosive state? Is not the important thing
whether he has the makings, and does this embargo, as it
now stands, prevent one item going over there, if it can pass
entirely through, just the same as if we did not have an
embargo?

Mr. ENGEL. It is a moral question to me. If I give a
bandit a gun with ammunition and he goes out and kills
somebody, they can put me in prison. If I give him the steel
or brass with which he can possibly make a gun, I am not
responsible morally or legally. It is a moral question. Domes-
tic and international law define the words “arms and ammu-
nition"” very clearly.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield.

Mr. GIFFORD, Your remarks have been very helpful to me
in preparation of the remarks I expect to make on Wednes-
day. My mind goes back to the remarks made on the floor
at the most recent enactment of this neutrality legislation.
The gentleman from New York [Mr. WapsworTH] and others
pleaded for international law and not to have an embargo.
Others said, “International law has gone by the boards. En-
actments of international law and precedents are no longer
persuasive; that we need to put on an embargo in spite of
international law.” Today international law, as you present
it, is very persuasive. You rest your case so largely upon it.
You have quoted so much about it. Are you willing to rest
your case on present international recognition?

Mr. ENGEL. I am taking this position, that under our own
interpretation of international law, the repeal of the arms
embargo after war has been declared is an unneutral and
unfriendly act, and in the face of congressional debates, in
the face of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, so serious as to justify
Germany in declaring war against us, and by our record
prove that that act was a deliberate and unfriendly act and
passed for the very purpose of bringing about her defeat and
perhaps her destruction.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ENGEL. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. I agree with the gentleman from Michigan
on this one proposition: I am pro-Ally; I have nothing for
Hitler or Hitlerism. But I want to call attention to the fact
that David Lloyd George, perhaps the ablest, certainly the
most experienced member of the British Parliament so far as
war is concerned, is appealing for an armistice. I want to
ask the gentleman a question, but first I want to disabuse the
public mind of any idea that this proposition is going through
on a landslide—I doubt if it goes through at all. There are
some very grave doubts in the minds of many Members of
the House. We all want to keep out of war, but many fear
that lifting this embargo will get us into war,
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Does the gentleman agree with me that if this entire legis-
lation were sidetracked for 60 days this war would more than
likely come to a close and that peace would break out in
Europe, to the satisfaction of the whole world? [Applause.]

Mr. ENGEL. I feel that by lifting the arms embargo we
are helping continue a war,

Mr. RANKIN, Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield.

Mr, RANKIN. As I said on the floor the other day—and
my statement was inspired by the speech of David Lloyd
George and other great Britishers who are appealing for
peace—the war on the western front is merely in its prelimi-
nary stages. There is no real war going on yet. Oh, there is
some bomb dropping, but they are merely playing pinochle
on the western front. It is my belief that the peace of the
world and the fate of nations is going to turn on what we do
in this Congress within the next 6 months; and I base my
belief on the point of view of men like David Lloyd George,
who is trying to bring this war to a close in order to save the
lives of millions of young men and perhaps save the civiliza-
tion of the world. [Applause.]

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. As one who had a part in the making of
the neutrality law as a member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, I recall distinctly with what force and eloquence the
passage of that act was asked. The underlying motive, and
the only one, was that if we passed it, it would have a tend-
ency to keep this Nation out of war. We are today asked to
repeal it to keep us out of war. When were we right?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan., Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the time of the gentleman from Michigan may
be extended 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL. 1 yield.

Mr. RANKIN. In reply to the statement of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DonpErO], let me say that I was one of
the men who enthusiastically supported the passage of this
Embargo Act in the beginning, and I did it in order to keep
this country out of the Spanish War. The international Com-
munists were doing everything they could to drag us into that
war, and we were determined to keep ocut. This embargo
helped keep us out of that war.

Mr. DONDERO. Does not the gentleman believe that the
purpose behind the passage of that act was broader than just
keeping us out of the Spanish War?

Mr. RANKIN. It was for the purpose of keeping us out of
all wars; but the Spanish War was going on, and attempts
were being made to get us into it.

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr., Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. ENGEL. I yield.

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. I will not propound a question,
I merely desire to take advantage of this opportune moment
to support the contention of the gentleman from Mississippi
that the longer we postpone action on the proposition to
repeal the arms embargo, the sooner we will bring peace to
this troubled world.

That the gentleman’s contention is well founded is evi-
denced in a letter I have received from my friend, Thomas
Spencer Cobb, of New York, who, only recently, returned from
a visit to Great Britain, during which time he interviewed
many persons of high rank in the British Government. With
your permission I will read this letter into the Recorp at this
point:

TaoMAS SPENCER COBB,
New York, N. Y., October 1, 1939.
Hon. PAUL SHAFER,
Washington, D. C.

DeEar Paun: This last Friday I returned to New York on the
Nieuw Amsterdam after spending 3 months in the British Isles.
While in England I met and talked with countless people, including
among others, Hore-Belisha and Lloyd George.
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The belief is prevalent in England that the United States, after
repealing the neutrality arms embargo legislation, will, in the near
future, join England in the war against Germany. This wishful
thinking has been encouraged, I am afraid, by indiscrete private
‘conversations of our Ambassador in London. Wherever ‘I went I
was asked, “How soon will America join England in the war against
Germany?” When I replied that the United States would probably
remain neutral, my questioners would express startled unbelief.

I very much fear that if the arms embargo is lifted the British
will interpret the move as confirmation of a future American war
alliance with them. Buch false hopes should be nipped in the bud.
No matter what Congress decides about the pending neutrality legis-
lation, I trust the debate will bring out clearly and emphatically
;the point that America does not intend to become involved in
another European war.

A real factor in the comparative lack of activity to date on the
western front is, I believe, the desire of both England and Ger-
‘many to remain in the good graces of American public opinion.
Obviously Germany wants the embargo; England hopes it will be
lifted. As long as America's decision remains in doubt, there
is a good possibility that neither country will unleash the full
force of their military machines against the other.

I suggest, therefore, that a month’s delay or more in determining
what form the neutrality legislation may take might be the
means of causing the combatants to postpone intensive aerial
bombardment of each other. This delay in hostilities s most de-
sirable to enable Americans still in Europe to return safely to these
shores. And during this interval there is an outside chance that
peace can be patched up.

I believe, then, it is in the best interests of America and the
people everywhere who wish for peace to postpone, at least tem-
porarily, any revision of the Neutrality Act.

Cordially yours,
Tom CosB.

I desire to thank my colleague from Michigan [Mr. ENGEL]
for permitting this interruption. At the same time, I com-
mend him for his statement today which, in my opinion, is a
very valuable contribution to this neutrality debate.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENGEL., I yield to the gentleman from Cennecticut.

Mr. MILLER. To make the record complete, the name of
the other authority on international law who was mentioned
was Professor Frazier, of Syracuse, who was secretary to the
Wickersham committee appeinted in 1926 and 1927 to codify
international law.

If the gentleman will permit, answering the gentleman from
Alabama, I would ask him if he does not think neutrality is a
domestic issue, that while it was passed to govern our dealings
with foreign countries, is it more of an international problem
or a domestic problem?

Mr. ENGEL. I thank the gentleman for his contribution,
[Applause.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks and include therein an article by S. A.
Baldus, managing editor of the Extension magazine, published
in Chicago. This article will appear in the November issue
under the caption, The Time Has Come.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein a radio
address I delivered over the red network of the National
Broadcasting Co. on last Saturday.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. GEYER of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the ReEcorp and to include
therein an editorial from the Washington Post on the strike
situation in the Chrysler plants.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLLES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in reference to the question of mink furs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, BoLLES]?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp following those

Without objection, it is so
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tributes tendered in memory of the late Fred Purnell earlier
this afternoon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GranT]?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my own remarks in the REcorp on aero-
nautical research.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr, SEANLEY]?

There was no chjection. .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under an order previously
entered, the gentleman from California [Mr. LeLanp M. Forpl
is recognized for 20 minutes.

NEUTRALITY

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I want to speak
on House Joint Resolution 306 with particular reference to
the embargo section. Many general statements have been
made in connection with this bill. I think the general
statement made that we are following the parallel that
we had in 1917 can be answered in this way: In 1917 we did
not have the experience in this country, the costly experience,
if you please, that we have today; therefore, we are not likely
to follow those lines of argument and receive them as we
did in those days. I think that answers the argument fully
from start to finish.

There are other questions involved here. I hate to say
that accusations are being made from time to time. Those
who are for the embargo are accused of being for Germany.
Those who are in favor of repeal of the embargo are accused
of being for France and England. I am going to give credit
to everyone on either side of the question, whether they be
for or against, as trying to exercise his good, sound, American
judgment and as trying to do the thing which he thinks is
right and proper and for the best interests of the American
people. I think many of these things are said in the heat
of argument. In some instances, the statements are made
as excuses rather than as reasons and are given in trying to
persuade persons to get on either side of the argument.

It has been mentioned that this country may become in-
volved in the war by either the passage or repeal of this
section of the bill, and I refer to the arms-embargo section.
I think there is a safer side in repeal of the embargo than
there is in the other side; but I do not think that the action
here taken need necessarily involve us in war if we will keep
cool. After all, we find that the policy of foreign relations
is in the hands of the President of the United States and his
Secretary of State. They make the policy and they admin-
ister it; therefore, in the making of it, they are accountable
and responsible to the people of this country. I do not
think there is any question but what that is far more im-
portant than either passage or rejection of this section of
the bill. However, there have been many statements made
that many of us regret to hear made, particularly with refer-
ence to their effect on foreign relations. I have heard many
statements made mentioning different countries, and differ-
ent things with regard to neutrality. I wonder if the people
who make those statements ever stop to consider the effect
it may have on the actual foreign relations of this country
as those relations are now being carried on. After all, and
I do not care whether you like the administration or do not
like the administration, foreign relations have to be carried
on and some of those things may be embarrassing. This is
our country. I might ask those people how they would like
to have the job of carrying on these foreign relations in the
face of various statements that are made. Therefore, let us
temper our statements with the dignity and reason that
becomes the highest governmental body of the United States.

I do not think there is any question whether the people of
our country want war. I do not think they do. At least those
are my sentiments and I believe when I express those senti-
ments I express the sentiment of every Member of this
House. We should not become so enthusiastic or prejudiced
on either side that we blind ourselves to either the future
effect of our statements or to the full consideration of all
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and every one of the facts involved in the repeal of this
embargo section.

I think we ought to approach the matter fairly. We
ought to allow room for differences of opinion. We should
give credit to those on the other side for honesty of their
convictions and approach the situation from an absolutely
impersonal and nonpartisan standpoint. If there ever was a
question that should be considered from a nonpartisan and
impersonal standpoint it is this one.

Mr. Speaker, I have heard it stated that business wants to
go to'war. I do not think that statement is true. It comes
under the head of very general statements that have been
made. I do not think that any war ever paid nor ever will
pay. There may be temporary profits for business during
war time, but there is a tremendous difference between a
temporary seeming profit and a permanent real gain. I
think it will be found that throughout the depression that
follows every one of these wars those profits are taken away
from business and individuals in about the same proportion
that they are earned—in taxes.

Let us see whether business in this country wants war.
What is the aftermath? Unemployment, relief, and Gov-
ernment debt, the same as we have had in this country for
the last 6 or 7 years, with the funds necessarily having to be
raised to pay them, which in turn must be paid through
taxes. Business has to pay these taxes. Every dollar that
is spent by this Government or any other government has
to be paid by taxes from the people, and it must come from
some of the ramifications of business. If war is declared,
one of the first things that would happen would be an
increase in taxes, and I do not think business would like an
increase in taxes at this time or any other time. They
would lose their peacetime business, upon which they had
spent thousands of dollars in advertising to build. They
would have to convert their plants over to wartime produc-
tion, which is only temporary production. After that pro-
duction has ceased through lack of demand for war sup-
plies, where is business? It has no business; it has no sales,
and it must then go back and reclaim that business which
it lost through the war activity.

I do not believe it should be said that business really
wants war in this country or in any other country, because
whether we get into this war or not there is bound to be
a depression, as a reflection of the war, that we are going
to feel at a later date.

In addition, I believe there is a far more serious aspect.
Business does not like any too much of Government regu-
lation. Business does not like the semigovernmental man-
agement which it might get. Business does not like regi-
mentation. - It does not like the idea that its plants may
be drafted or entirely taken away from it for at least the
duration of the war.

I believe if you will fairly consider these things you will
find that business does not actually care for war either
in this country or in any other country.

I do not believe that we ought to go to war. I do not be-
lieve that if this country does go to war it will be because of
the repeal or passage of this embargo section of this bill. If
we go to war, I believe it will be because our people have been
misled by selfish foreign propaganda from either or both
sides. I think it is up to us to advise our people to remain
cool, calm, and collected, not to become agitated, stirred up, or
panicky, try to distinguish between selfish foreign interests
and American interests, and to do their own independent
thinking and not take advice from someone else about
things of which they know nothing themselves, for in the
taking of such advice they are likely to become the innocent
victims of propaganda. I believe we ourselves in Congress
should distinguish between sound reasoning and propagandas,
between pertinent, important facts, and the excuses advanced
to win arguments.

I am for the repeal of this embargo because I believe it
carries the preponderance and maximum of safety. I shall
discuss this gquestion from two angles. The first will be
from the angle of strict enforcement of the embargo and its
probable effect on this country, and the second will be from
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the angle of the repeal of the embargo and its probable effect
on the country. I shall give my reasons for what I believe
would happen under the conditions of the embargo if it were
actually enforced as it is. They are as follows:

1. I am against it because it is not specific, and on ac-
count of its lack of definition of arms, ammunition, or imple-
ments of war, and its being, therefore, too general. What
is an implement of war? Is it a truck, oil, cotton, coal, iron,
steel, wheat, oranges, or many other items one could name?
Is it a fabricated or an unfabricated product? When we
go into the range and scope of definition as it applies to arms,
ammunition, or implements of war, and to raw products, we
had better stop and hesitate to see how we are going to affect
our industries in this country. In my opinion, the definition
of these articles will cover an extremely wide range and we
had better consider the effect such a wide range of definition
will have on us.

Let us take as an example a truck or a pick and shovel. If
a truck is used on our streets for carrying rocks in building
a street, carrying garbage, or carrying freight, or in its other
usual uses, I say it is not an implement of war. But transport
that same truck to a foreign country to be used to carry arms
and ammunition or soldiers, machine guns, and equipment
up to a front, and what is it? It is an implement of war.
You might use as a similar example a pick or a shovel. If
used on our streets here, certainly it is not an implement of
war, but if it is taken to the other side and used to dig trenches
or to run tunnels to lay mines under certain objectives so
that they may be blown up, then it is an implement of war.

When we come into the ramifications of a definition of all
these products that may constitute arms, ammunition, or
implements of war under this act we had betteer consider
the matter very, very carefully.

This would bring us into the question of contraband. What
would be contraband? Whose list would apply? Would it
be our list or the list of other countries that might be em-
broiled in this war, the belligerents? After all, every one
of these belligerents import foodstuffs, raw materials, and
manufactured goods from us. All these goods as well as the
efforts of the combatants are going to be directed toward the
economic defeat as well as the armed defeat of the enemy.

I believe this section of the arms embargo is particularly
dangerous because it is open to too many interpretations.
Any instrument that is open to several interpretations, any

| one of which may be reasonable, would certainly lead to argu-

ment and diplomatic incidents, and is therefore dangerous.

2. It is one thing to issue a proclamation on an em-
bargo and it is another thing to compel or persuade a nation
to observe it collectively or individually. I might quote the
prohibition law as an example. Every single one of us in this
country knew that technically we had prohibition; but we
never had it practically, because it was practically impossible
of enforcement. I say to you that if this Embargo Act is laid
down and strict enforcement is tried to be had of it the sun
will not go down any night before every little harbor or inlet
from Maine down through Florida, around the Gulf of Mexico,
and across our borders will be the scene of activities by gun
runners and smugglers and others of similar type who will
get through.

Mr. VORYS of Ohio.
yield?

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. I would prefer not to yield until
I get through with my statement, because I believe that per-
haps many of the questions that might be asked will be
answered by that time.

There will be considerable expense involved in enforcing
this law, if it can be enforced at all. That is a point to
consider.

3. Under international law, the burden of enforcement
of this law would be on us. We are responsible and account-
able for the effective enforcement of this law. It will not be
those we catch ourselves for whom we will be accountable,
but it will be those who get through and deliver their contra-
band goods for whom we will be held accountable.

Another thing as to which a question might arise is with
regard to whose flag these persons may be sailing under. I

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
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believe if they flew any flag at all it would be the flag of the
United States, and this would lead to diplomatic incidents.
3. ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY

I believe the enforcement of this Embargo Act will drive our
business and industry out of this country to foreign coun-
tries, because if they cannot sell in this country they are cer-
tainly not going to fill their warehouses up with commodities
they cannot sell, and when they cannot sell them here they
are going to do one thing or the other—cut down or move it
into other countries. We have seen capital driven to foreign
countries by such circumstances before. I do not believe
there is any question but what they would cross the line into
Canada, Mexico, or the Argentine, taking with them their
own capital, their equipment, their plant, their trained per-
sonnel, and all of those things which go to make up plants for
the production of such materials. If we drive them out of
here, they will go to those foreign countries. Then I say to
you that every city, every county, every State, as well as the
Federal Government, is going to miss that taxable wealth
when it comes to collecting its taxes to pay its bills, not only
from the wealth itself but from the income therefrom, and I
wonder how they will get along without it.

Now I am going to ask you a question. Do you think it
would be easier for those remaining industries and we who
remain here to pay the $13,000,000,000 of current bills that
we passed here in the last Congress, to say nothing of the
$45,000,000,000 of national debt, than it would be had those
industries not been driven out? I do not think there is any
guestion about its being a big consideration. Then how about
the after-the-war depression day that is coming, in which
these very industries will be in competition with us? I am
not thinking now of the export business, but I am thinking
about the great 90-percent American market, which is the
greatest market in the world.

When these industries are driven out and the war ceases,
there are no war orders for them and there is no business.
It is my opinion that these industries will go into the produc-
tion of hundreds of commodities, fountain pens, typewriters,
and a whole list of articles, and will be in direct competition
with our people here in the United States. They will have
an advantage in foreign labor paid 25 to 50 cents a day
gold, and how are we going to compete with those people?
You may say tariffs, but a tariff cannot be high enough
to offset the difference in wages of 15 or 20, or, perhaps, 50
cents per day at the maximum in foreign pay.

What is going to happen then to our so-called American
standard of living? What is going to happen to our business
that has to work under the wage and hour law—shortened
hours, and regulated hours, and higher bases of pay? Cer-
tainly we cannot produce and compete under such circum-
stances. It is my opinion we will have much unemployment,
‘and having such unemployment with these industries cut
down, where are we going to get the money? I believe, like
my friend the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Bos RicH, I am
going to ask his question. Where are you going to get the
money and from whom are you going to get the money to pay
these bills with industry in this position? I say it is not wise
to create conditions that will cause the flight of capital,
industries, and trained personnel cut of this country. I say
it is not wise to cause those conditions that will bring about
that type of competition to our 90-percent market and which
will injure us greatly in the future.

I do not think my statements are overdrawn, and I cite
as proof an article written within the last 8 or 10 days,
stating that the British Government itself is making ad-
vances to our industry in an endeavor to take $6,000,000,000
of the money of our people into Canada to build industrial
plants. Now, you cannot discount that. I think it is a very
practical situation, and we might just as well look it in the
face.

4. ECONOMIC EFFECT UNDER THIS EMBARGO

Will cur industries, driven out, pay foreign countries’
current operating costs of government and national debts
instead of ours?

I believe they will. Let us hold them here.
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5. UNEMPLOYMENT

Now, in consideration of the matter of unemployment, I
have gone through the range and scope of commodities af-
fected, and, necessarily, if they cannot be sold, production
is going to be restricted. It is going to be slowed down and
certainly will be cut, just to what degree I am not definitely
able to say.

I do not believe anyone in this House is able to say. But
I do believe that any man here will admit that under that
embargo it will be cut. When it is cut what is going to happen
to the employees who are now on the pay roll? Will they
be added to our already 10,000,000 unemployed, for which
we owe $45,000,000,000 trying to take care of them? If that
war continues for 2 years or 3 years or any length of time,
how many unemployed will we then have? Will we have
twenty million coming out of that period at the end of 3
years, owing $100,000,000,000, and, if we do, how are we going
to pay it? What is going to happen to this country under
those conditions? Will it crack confidence in our credit? If
it does, will that crack confidence in the Government? If so,
will we be able to maintain a democratic government, or
supplant it with a dictator? Those are things that must be
considered. Heretofore we have been trying to encourage
industry, trying to furnish our people with jobs, through ask-
ing business to employ them. Are we going to stop that?
I say you will, under the application of this embargo. How
about the hundreds of thousands that are now being taken
off of W. P. A.? Are we going to add other unemployed to
those hundreds of thousands and are we going to increase!
our bills to pay the cost? Are we going to reinstate all those
things? If we had some extra business furnishing jobs in|
this country, I see an opportunity to get those people back
on the pay rolls of private industry, where they properly be-
long, and off the semidole of Government.

6. TRANSSHIPMENT

I think the question of transshipment is one of the most
dangerous features of the whole matter. What do we mean
when we say that we should stretch out the long arm of the
American Government into foreign governments and tell
them how to run them? Let us consider that question. We
part title with a commodity. We sell it to a foreign national
who takes it to his country, then the long arm of the United
States Government reaches out to tell that government what
they must do with something that they own, that they have
absolute title to, that they have already bought and paid for,
and then try to enforce our regulations. You cannot do it.
How would we feel if one of those countries came to us and
tried to impose their law upon us? We have no jurisdiction
over those countries. I say to you that you would have more
diplomatic incidents than we would know what to do with,
not only with the Argentine but with Holland, Japan, and
every other country. I say that is a very dangerous section
in the bill.

7. CASH PAYMENT NOT 90-DAY CREDIT

I like the provision in the amendment for the cash pay-
ment. I like the fact that the 90-day period has been stricken
out. At least I hope it will be. I will vote to strike it out.
It takes money to carry on wars, Wars are carried on by
finances, and it means this: That some of the belligerents
are going to run out of money, and when they run out of
money the war will be shortened. The shorter it is the less
opportunity there will be for us to get in.

I want to say I am not for any of those nations at all—
Germany, Italy, Russia, England, and France—every single
one of them owe us money, and they would not pay us. If
they did pay us that which they owe us, they would not be
able financially to carry on any war at all and we would not
have this threat of war in this country.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. ERAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman be given additional time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. MaNs-
F1eLD] is entitled to be recognized at this time. Is it agree-
able to the gentleman from Texas that the time of the
gentleman from California be extended?

Mr. MANSFIELD, If it does not come out of my time, it is.
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The SPEAKER. It would come out of the gentleman’s
time, unless there is an agreement. A request could be made
that the gentleman’s time be extended, not to be taken out
of the time of the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I make that request, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. How much additional time does the gen-
tleman require?

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. About 10 minutes.

Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I make that request. I
think the time should be apportioned so that the gentleman
may finish his address.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California that the time of his colleague
be extended 10 minutes, not to be taken out of the time of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

8. SHIPFING AND MERCHANT-MARINE AMENDMENT

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I think we should
pay some aftention to the shipping and merchant-marine
amendment coming through. I do not think that our ships
should be tied to our piers. I do not think they should be left
there to deteriorate, particularly in areas like the Pacific,
where there is no war. I am glad to see the type of amend-
ment that is being talked of in connection with this section.
After all, we have spent millions of dollars developing a mer-
chant marine, and it should not be thrown away. I am par-
ticularly interested in this, being from the West, because this
will have a good effect or an adverse effect on our western
agriculture and manufactures. If those ships are tied up, we
are dependent upon those ships to move our products, all of
them, both our raw material and our finished products, into
the eastern markets. We have benefited greatly by the
lower freight rates through those ships, and it is going to
injure us materially. As a matter of fact, there are 42 ships
now on the way here—foreign ships. What do you suppose
they are coming for? I do not think there is any question
but what it is to take over the foreign trade we are develop-
ing. If our ships are tied up, we could not have the benefit
of these lower rates. I say to you that again there will be
great unemployment.

9. NATIONAL DEFENSE

I say that under this embargo our national defense will be
materially affected. Suppose we should need national de-
fense, with our industries moved out of this country into
foreign countries, operated there with the personnel, plants,
and equipment, where will we be when we need them affer
having driven them out? Will those foreign countries give
us the same kind of embargo when we want to have arms, as
we are giving them? I think we should consider that angle.

10. PROFITS

Much has been said against repeal on account of profits.
People have said that business wanted this repeal because
there would be more profits. I believe we should get this
matter straight now. So far as I am concerned, I would like
to see a few more profits in this country, because it would
mean there would be less unemployment, there would be less
national debt, more money with which to pay taxes, and it
would mean ability to pay debt; and I might ask those who
question profits whether they believe current operating
expenses and the national debt should or could be paid
out of capital assets? If we did pay out of capital assets,
how long would they last under such a program, and what
would happen to the country? Do we want to liquidate this
country? If we did pay them out of capital assets there
is no question of what would happen to business, employ-
ment, and the Government. I do not believe we have be-
come so socialistic and communistic in this country that we
despise, hate, and condemn the profits either from business,
or labor, or other vocations. I think that is just an excuse
for argument, not a reason.

I think it is far better for this country to go into the
next depression, which is certainly coming, cushioned with
the profits of business, than to have no reserve. I think it
was just such a cushion that enabled us to sustain ourselves
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during the present depression. Where would we be today
had we gone into this depression without profits?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. If the gentleman will permit, I
would rather not yield until I have completed the main por-
tion of my speech.

Let us consider the effect of repeal of embargo on this
country. I am going to be for repeal of this embargo section,
and here are my reasons:

EFFECT OF REPEAL OF EMBARGO ON THIS COUNTRY

1. It carries preponderance and maximum of safety, as it
gives real neutrality under international law. All nations
are treated alike.

The principles of international law are just as sound today
as ever, So are the principles of the Ten Commandments.
Because all do not observe them is not any reason to vitiate
them.

2. Cuts out dangers of lack of definition and being specific.

3. The problem of maintaining good foreign relations with
all countries will be less controversial and complicated. This
means fewer chances for involvement, therefore safety.

4, Will not give us additional unemployment.

5. Will give us additional employment.

6. Will help employ those unemployed, taken off W. P. A.,
and so forth.

7. Will put unemployed back on pay rolls of business, where
they permanently belong and want to be, rather than on a
Government semidole.

8. Will cut down governmental expense by lowering relief
costs.

9. Will give our country more taxable wealth to pay not
only our current operating bills but also our national debt.

10. Will not increase our national debt.

11. Will help preserve democratic government.

12, Will not furnish incentive for business to go to foreign
lands.

13. Will protect our own domestic market after war closes.

14. By keeping industry here, will give us a safer, more
adequate defense, if needed.

15. Practical enforcement of law will be easier, less ex-
pensive, with less responsibility and accountability to foreign
nations, thereby giving fewer international incidents that
might lead to war.

16. Cash payment will shorten war and thus lessen our
chance to get in.

17. Dangers of trouble over transshipment will be out.

18. Will not disturb any chance we may have for recovery.

19. Will give us better market for farm and all other
products.

20. Will protect our investment in merchant marine, the
right arm of the Navy.

21. Will not turn over all cur shipping to foreign interests.

In conclusion, let me say that I have analyzed this bill to
the best of my ability, and my judgment is that the repeal
of the embargo section is the safest course to follow, as, in my
opinion, it carries the preponderance and maximum of safety
for this country and for peace. I therefore ask every Demo-
crat and every Republican to vote for this repeal on the com-
mon nonpartisan ground of the safety and welfare of this
Nation above all else. [Applause.]

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, does the gen-
tleman care to yield to answer guestions?

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. I believe that out of courtesy to
the gentleman from Texas, who yielded that I might finish
my speech, I should not further impose on his generosity.
I appreciate his kindness to me.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. RICH, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 10 minutes at the conclusion of the other
special orders for the day.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Eramer of California).
Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection,



1939

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on Friday next after the reading of the Journal and the dis-
position of such special orders as have already been entered
for that day, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SmiTH] may ad-
dress the House for 30 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the previous order of
the House the gentleman from Texas [Mr, MANSFIELD] is
recognized for 20 minutes.

NEUTRALITY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, so much has been said on
the subject of neutrality that it is difficult for anyone to ad-
vance a new thought at this time. The present law forbids
any citizen of this country to sell to a nation at war any
arms, ammunition, or implements of war. It does not pro-
hibit the sale of articles of contraband, such as oil, gasoline,
cotton, wheat, airplane.parts, and various other commodi-
ties used in war. All these articles can be legally sold to any
belligerent Nation, and carried in American ships for de-
livery.

If our ships are to be permitted to engage in such trade
upen the high seas they, with their cargoes, will be subject
to seizure and confiscation by England and France if their
cargoes are for delivery to Germany. If the cargoes are for
England or France, they will be subject to being sunk by
German submarines. This is the course that was pursued in
the World War, and we have no reason to expect that a dif-
ferent course will be pursued at this time.

Of the 28 American ships sunk or attacked by Germany
before our entry into the World War, I am advised that only
1 carried arms, ammunition, or implements of war. The
other 27 ships had cargoes that could not be so classed, though
much of it consisted of oil, wheat, cotton, rice, and various
other articles necessary for an army in war. The sale of
such articles to a nation at war is permissible under our
present neutrality law and our ships are legally permitted to
carry them in the war zones.

In the early discussions of this subject many persons, with
the best of intentions, were petitioning Congress to keep the
present neutrality law intact, without any amendment what-
ever. From the lights before them at the time they thought
that such would be the best course to keep us out of the war.
Perhaps no one at this time who is familiar with the subject
would favor keeping our present law without amendment, as
it permits our ships to engage in the same lines of traffic that
caused us to get into the World War.

If we are to be kept out of the war, our ships must not. be
permitted to carry any contraband to any belligerent nation.
Such a course might temporarily inflict heavy losses upon our
merchant marine, but such losses would be light as compared
with conditions that might result in the event our present
neutrality law should remain in force, without amendment,
and which would almost certainly result in our becoming
involved in the conflict, as was the case in 1917.

It is not my purpose to engage in a general discussion of
the neutrality question at this time. The bill is not before
the House, and we do not know what form it will take before
it leaves the Senate. I will simply call attention to a few
features that, in my opinion, have not been fully understood
by the public, and some of which have been unduly minimized
in the general discussions.

In the first place, an effort has been made to create the
impression that the manufacturers of war materials are back
of the bill for the repeal of the embargo in order that they
may be permitted to sell their products to the warring nations.
This contention does not seem to be borne out by the facts.

The Congressmen from the districts where these articles
are principally manufactured are generally opposed to the
repeal of the embargo. The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr,
MiiLer], who delivered a very able argument against repeal,
called attention to the fact that his district perhaps manu-
factured more arms than any other district in the United

Without cbjection it is so
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States, and that his manufacturers were very much opposed to
the repeal of the embargo.

Col. Charles A. Lindbergh, who is doubtless more interested
than any other person in the manufacture and sale of air-
planes, is using all the powers at his command in opposition
to the repeal of the embargo.

The statement has been made that the repeal of the
embargo would constitute an unneutral act in favor of Eng-
land and France, and to the detriment of Germany. “Arms,
ammunition, and implements of war"” are the only commodi-
ties whose sale to belligerents is prohibited by the Neutrality
Act. With the possible exception of airplanes, probably none
of these articles would be sold to any of the warring nations if
the embargo should be repealed. These nations are already
well supplied with such things and have the greatest factories
in the world for turning out more if needed. What these
nations need above all other things is gasoline, and the sale
of gasoline, together with its delivery in American ships, is
permissible under present law.

Early in the World War Lord Kitchener realized the im-
portance of gasoline, or petrol, as he called it, for military
purposes. His interview with Irvin S. Cobb was published in
the Saturday Evening Post of December 5, 1914, in which he
referred to it. Under present conditions gasoline is a thou-
sand times more important than it was in Kitchener’s time.
Without it there is no practical way of mobilizing or moving
a mechanized army. Without it U-boats and airplanes could
not operate.

The great tanks now massed along the German-French
border require great quantities of gasoline, the 20-ton type
consuming 1 gallon for each mile traveled. Mr. Friedenburg,
the great German economist, has estimated that Germany
would require from 12,000,000 to 20,000,000 tons of gasoline
annually for a complete offensive. Her needs of crude oil for
all military purposes are estimated at from 84,000,000 to
140,000,000 tons.

Mr. Frank I. Weller, of the Associated Press, has recently
published an interesting article from which it will appear
that Germany is fairly well supplied so far as her gasoline
needs are concerned. Her domestic production of crude oil
is sufficient to supply about one-third of her peacetime needs,
and this has been augmented by a somewhat larger produc-
tion from oil fields in Poland.

Germany’s principal supplies of gasoline are expected to
come from Rumania and Russia, especially from Russia,
which has had an enormous petroleum production in the
Baku district. Germany also produces large quantities of
gasoline from coal and lignite, but the cost of this is said to
be much greater than that of gasoline produced from
petroleum.

So far as I am advised, England and France have no do-
mestic production of petroleum or gasoline. Their supplies
must all be imported, and neither railroads or pipe lines are
available for the purpose. It must all go in by tanker ships.

On June 30 last there were 1,546 tankers afloat of 2,000 tons
and over. These were the ships of all nations, and of these,
1,165, or three-fourths of the -total, were under the registra-
tion of 4 countries—Great Britain, the United States, Norway,
and Holland, respectively. The other 381 tankers were under
the registration of various other countries, 22 in number.

If Congress passes the bill prohibiting American tankers
from carrying gasocline to any belligerent, then England and
France will be virtually restricted to the tankers under their
own registration to supply their needs. The 365 tankers
under our registration would be prohibited by law and those
of Norway, Sweden, Holland, and other countries being prac-
tically prohibited on account of their geographical location
from engaging in such trade.

On June 30 last England had 431 tankers and France 44,
Some of these have since been destroyed, notably the French
ship Emile Miguet, the largest tanker afloat, with its cargo
of 126,000 barrels—19,000 tons—of oil. This ship received its
cargo at the port of Texas City, in the district I have the honor
to represent. It is said to have been the largest ship that ever
entered a Texas port, and its cargo of 19,000 tons was perhaps
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the largest, or at leaMe of the largest, ever carried in an
ocean-going ship.

The destruction of this huge tanker, with its immense cargo
of such vital military importance, is a distinctive loss to the
western powers. Owing fo the fact that gasoline is their
greatest possible war need and that tanker ships available
for its transportation will be greatly reduced in number in the
event the Senate bill becomes law, it is impossible to give a
reasonable evaluation of the extent of such a loss.

If the embargo is repealed, as provided in the bill now before
the Senate, then citizens of the United States will be per-
mitted to sell to the warring powers arms, ammunition, and
implements of war. On the other hand, no American ship
will be permitted to carry gasoline or anything else across the
ocean for delivery to any belligerent.

All the nations at war would doubtless be glad to have us
sell and deliver gasoline to them. Would any of them pur-
chase arms, ammunition, or implements of war from us if
there were no obstructions, legal or otherwise, to interfere?
I respectfully submit that I believe they would not do so,
because they have ample supplies on hand and ample indus-
trial plants for making more in the event their supplies should
become exhausted or greatly reduced.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. AiLen] on last
Tuesday called attention to the fact that in the World War
less than 10 percent of the allied purchases in this country
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‘was for munitions. The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
Mirrer] in this connection called attention to the fact that we
furnished practically no arms to our Allies, but that they,
having ample supplies, actually furnished us with such things,
and that at the close of the war our soldiers were still using
French guns.

In the existing circumstances I am thoroughly convinced
that the repeal of the embargo on arms, ammunition, and
implements of war is entirely immaterial and will not injure
or benefit any nation now at war.

On the other hand, the provision in the Senate bill prohibit-
ing our ships from engaging in the transportation of all com~
merce with the warring nations will greatly injure the cause
of England and France and should not be enacted except for
the sole purpose of its having a tendency to keep our Nation
out of the conflict, [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I have here a statement furnished me by the
United States Maritime Commission showing the number of
tankers in use on June 30 last by all nations, the age, tonnage,
and speed. This, I believe, will be of general interest to all
Members, and I ask unanimous consent that it may be in-
serted in the Recorp in connection with my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas [Mr, MANSFIELD]?

There was no objection.

The statement referred to follows:

World ocean-going tenkers of 2,000 gross tons and over as of June 30, 1939

Total number and gross tons of tankers Age, 1034 years and under Bpeed, 12 knots and over
Osantcas whes owaad Pi t- Pe t P t- P t- P t- P t
ercen reent- ercen ‘ercen| ‘ercen ‘ercent-
Number age Tons age Number age Tons age Number age Tons age
British Empire 431 27.80 | 3, 110,000 28.27 195 30.35 | 1,549,000 20.24 122 30.50 | 1,011,000 28.79
Per BEG ] P ple s | Sl 548 | o R e i) ) IR by I Q) R
United Biates. oD 365 23.62 | 2,678,000 2434 64 9.02 554, 10. 45 62 13. 00 , 000 12,68
Percentage. 2 enrfieeitin bl e A g A 20, 69 ) Rl 10,00 [ ot Ees
Norway.....- 265 17.15 | 2,082,000 18.93 176 27.25 | 1,463, 000 60 89 22.25 801, 000 2281
Percent wo s LIRS E e LR 7 043 | ¢t e gl RS AR, o | SRS oW Sl S
Netherlands 104 6.7 514, 000 4,67 &7 8.82 351, 000 6.63 26 6. 50 190, 000 541
Per t - - i BRRL oo i 0820 Lo s 00 fovaaoans o R
5 R L S 53 3.43 460, 000 4.26 28 4.33 , 000 5.36 20 5.00 213, 000 6.06
P e Rt Ry (TG SR Ly ol A SR88 |cociiiis R TR, ST oot AT lous.orasie
Japan__..__._ 44 2.85 422, 000 3.84 32 4.96 341, 000 644 81 7.76 000 9.5
P t 3 ey s ] b By il e Ly ] S AR LT 1 SRS
Iwz‘ ST 73 4.72 388, 000 3.58 8 124 61, 000 116 5 125 000 1.28
Pe PSS SRR R e i) (e M e S 10.96 Y R [ et X300 |1 E L
D, R e e A R SRR S 45 20 313, 000 2.85 22 3.4 180, 000 3.59 1 2.75 117, 000 3.33
fi e o CUGEE - TR = S STV ] NS I R e Wi 48. 89 R0 ] e e e b % D B8 | L et
L e e S S O S SR 33 2.13 259, 000 2.35 10 1.56 117, 000 221 11 2.75 110, 000 3.13
Percent It A 2Bl LI, $0.50 |- ones e B AL A Tl - B ) ;T e dip
Bwed o 18 1.16 150, 000 1.356 13 2.01 115, 000 2.17 6 1.50 , 000 1.59
Pe LT RIS SER AR SRR ) B S T = T2} | e O] | eaiint 88.38 |.cnaanna-s] 17 | IS TS
Argentina 2 1.49 116, 000 1.05 ] .46 22, 000 .42 7 1.75 000 1.48
P 25 REETE| 13.04 Tk R WAy 7Y M MRS
Russia.._ ... 17 1.10 113, 000 1.03 14 217 100, 000 1.89 8 200 55,000 1.57
Per 5 2t AT e e 82.35 |- canaia- B8.50 |occaacaa - 47.00 |- 8. 87 |oasaina
D X 13 .84 105, 000 .05 5 T 000 .85 2 .50 000 .57
Percent: 2 P ST o e e ] M SRS 38.46 4288 |coaaoo- 15.38 19008 | vnannraa
Bpain.. 13 .84 71, 000 65 7 1.08 44, 000 .83 7 1.75 43, 000 1.22
Belgiam 1 S C W v | s | e 2T @ oo | i
F BRI e S e s e e 000 |y T L ) e e LT e e ] e AT
Vi 1 2 1.42 62, 000 .56 4 .62 2, 000 .23
o T e S S R R DA T e B e e R 1818 | 19.35 |-
Greeco. 5 .82 23, 000 .21
e
Run;)anla ............................. 3 .20 15, 000 14
Mexico 2 .13 10, 000 .09
Aer P - - - P —
Honduras 1 .06 8, 000 .07 .15 8, .15 1 25 §, 000 .23
T i e e b 0000 | 00000 Sl ROO00 o 100. 00
Finland 1 .08 6,000 .05 .15 6, 11 e
tage. . 25 - 100. 00 100. 00
P pine lsland. 1 .08 5, 000 r N N A
RTINS e oy s e i S
key.... 1 .06 4,000 .04
e - - -
Yugoslavia.. 1 .08 3, 000 .03 15 3, 000 .06
P A=E e £ 100.00 |2l 100. 00
Peru 1 .08 3,000 .03 5
L T RN G, et ina il (et aies et R i
1 08 2,000 .02 .
Percent: T - e~sin] [URTRMIES =Tl MRS Mo o RS T = T
Total_ 1, 546 11, 001, 000 T I 5,298,000 |-oceeeo.- [ N I a0l ... -
E 100. 00 100. 00 41,78 100. 00 48.16 100. 00 25, 87 100. 00 3l 100. 00

Note.—All figures subject to revision,

Bource: U. B, Maritime Commission, Division of Research, Sept. 5, 1939,
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" Mr, JOHNS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD, I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin,

Mr. JOHNS. The gentleman says he does not feel it would
make any difference whether we repeal the embargo clause
or not, That being true, why repeal it then?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I may say to the gentleman thaf so far
as I am concerned I consider it immaterial. I would be glad
to vote either way, provided it meets with the majority view
of the House and Senate. I would be glad to follow the line
of least resistance along that line. It appears at this time
that the Senate is going to repeal it by a large majority, and
if we took a different view we perhaps would be killing time
and nof accomplishing anything.

Mr. HOFFMAN, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Iyield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN. 1 understocd the gentleman to say that
in his judgment it would not make any difference to any
other nation whether we repealed or not—not that it would
not make any difference to us. Maybe I was in error. The
gentleman from Wisconsin stated the other proposition—
that is, it would not make any difference to us. Does the
gentleman feel that if we repeal it we will incur the ill will
of Germany and the good will of the Allies, so-called?

Mr., MANSFIELD. I believe, if it is understood, we would
be more likely to incur the ill will of England and France
than of Germany.

Mr. HOFFMAN. If we refused to repeal it?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. That is, if we couple with it the
prohibition of our ships to engage in trade, including the
hauling of gasoline in our ships.

Mr. PATRICK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr, PATRICEK. Does not the gentleman, in analyzing the
position of the manufacturers of implements of war and from
studying the figures presented here, believe that so far as
their profit and interests are concerned they are protecting
the present embargo for the purpose of sending all unas-
sembled munitions of war and matters of that kind to be
assembled later, so that they can be sent on our ships, as
they will be sent out to all belligerents on the high seas on
ships flying our flag and manned by our men? May I ask
further if that does not give them a better avenue of sale
of the munitions of war while still holding the manufactured
or finished product here so as to swell their market rather
than cut it off, so there can be no sending of any of the
things that may be used in high explosives in a war on our
vessels unassembled, but to be assembled after they reach
the place near where they are to be used?

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is so much in what the gentle-
man states I do not believe I can remember all of it.

Mr. PATRICK. I will try to boil it down. Does not the
gentleman believe that with the seas open to American ves-
sels they can unload the unfinished products by our merchant
marine and get a bigger profit and guicker money from the
business they are in than if the embargo were repealed?

Mr., MANSFIELD. That is possibly true, but I am not
prepared to answer that question.

Mr, RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania,

Mr. RICH. The gentleman believes that, notwithstanding
any Neutrality Act that might be passed, it is our duty here
not to figure out what is for the best interests of any particu-
lar nation in Europe, but, on the contrary, that we ought to
give every concern, first, to keeping this country out of war,
and, second, to doing the thing that is best for America and
its people? [Applause.]

Mr. MANSFIELD, That is my attitude. I would be glad
to injure all those countries reasonably, if necessary, to keep
us out of war. I would not consent to injure them otherwise.

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman may have 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
guest of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoNpERO]?

There was no objection.

Mr. DONDERO. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. I think we are all united in our deter-
mination to keep this country out of war, but there is some
difference of opinion as to how best that might be done. If
we repeal the arms embargo, do we not stand almost in the
same position as the foothall referee who attempts to change
the rules of the game affer the game has begun, either to
help or hurt one of the teams on the field?

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is a good deal of logic in what
the gentleman has stated, It would have been better if we
had acted before the war actually came on. However, if we
go ahead and prohibit our ships from conveying the necessary
things to the other countries that they would otherwise reap
the benefit of, we are injuring them, and perhaps more so
than we are Germany.

Mr. DONDERO. In other words, the position of the gentle-
man from Texas is that as far as that phase of the neutrality
bill is concerned it should be left as liberal as possible to
American shipping?

Mr. MANSFIELD.
my judgment.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. With the consent of the gen-
tleman from Texas, and replying to my good friend the
gentleman from Michigan {Mr. Doxperol, may I say that
we are neither a referee nor a participant in the war going
on in Europe, so we do not make or change the rules insofar
as the conduct of the belligerents is concerned,

I should like to make this observation: That if it is unneu-
tral after the war starts to change our law with reference to
any provision of it which affects Germany adversely, would
it not be just as unneutral to change any provision of the

I would think so; yes. ‘That would be

law that affects the Allies adversely?

Mr. DONDERO. Most certainly, exactly; that is my argu-
ment; that we should not change the rules of the game.
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. We could not make any

‘change, then. We cannot have cash and carry, because cash

and carry will hurt the Allies, and therefore we cannot change
the law now inasmuch as the war has started. The whistle
has blown, and we cannot change the law. We are helpless.
We cannot change the provisions either way, as I understand
the gentleman. Such a position is wholly illogical. We can
make any change in our own law at any time,

Mr. DONDERO. Let me ask this question.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. What about my question?

Mr. DONDERO. Does the gentleman from Texas believe
that if the German ships stood outside the 3-mile limit ready
to obtain arms and ammunition from the United States we
would be in special session of Congress here in Washington
today?

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I do not believe I catch the
question.

Mr. DONDERO. If Germany were over here ready to obtain
arms and ammunition from us and had control of the seas,
does the gentleman believe we would be in special session of
Congress today?

Mr. LUTHER A, JOHNSON. I do not know. As far as I
am concerned, I do not care a continental about Germany,
or the Allies, either. I am looking at the question from our
own viewpoint alone.

Mr. DONDERO. None of us does. Let us do our thinking
on this side of the Atlantic.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I am thinking about our own
interests. I rather resent the idea that some think that
because certain persons take one position they are trying to
hurt someone else. The question the gentleman raises is that
you cannot change the rules of the game after the whistle
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blows and the game has started. If you cannot change the
rules as they affect one contestant, you cannot change them
as to the other. If that is logical, you cannot change the law
at all. We cannot have cash and carry, because we do not
now have any cash-and-carry provision, and cash and carry
will hurt the other side, That is what I mean.

Mr. DONDERO. In answer to the gentleman’s statement,
is not that exactly the position we took in 1914? We refused
to lay an embargo on arms because England protested and
because it would be violating the law of nations and considered
an unfriendly act by any nation affected adversely.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. We did not have any such law
at all in 1914. We would not even advise our people not to
travel on belligerent ships, under the McLemore amendment.
‘We would not do anything. We let nature take its course, and
nature took its course and we got into the war.

Mr. DONDERO. We never placed an embargo on arms.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. We never did have an embargo
on arms for 150 years until this present act in 1935.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a special order here-
tofore entered, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rica]
is recognized for 10 minutes.

INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

Mr, RICH. Mr. Speaker, it is a great honor and pleasure to
me to have the privilege of addressing the House while the
Speaker is in the audience. It is a great pleasure, because
when he is in the chair I sometimes provoke him, and prob-
ably sometimes when he is in the audience I do the same.
But there is nobedy I would rather see on the floor of the
House with the other Members than the Speaker. I can
“tell it to him,” as it were. He is always congenial, one of the
fellows with whom we like to associate.

While we are talking about neutrality—and that is prima-
rily what we are here for—we sometimes overlook other things
in this great Nation of ours, things that are happening every
day, that are probably just as important and just as inter-
esting to the American people, and probably more so, than
neutrality; because when we talk about neutrality all we are
thinking about is trying to do the right thing in order that
it may not provoke some other nation or lead it to do some-
thing we might deem unjust, and thus cause us to get info a
world war. We do not want war, and we do not need to
have war.

I do not believe that the American people do now or ever
will want to get into any war in which they will send their
boys across the ocean. We have enough to do here in Amer-
ica to take care of our own business. When we have 11,060,000
people out of work and on the pay roll of the Federal Gov-
ernment, it is a problem, and a mighty big problem, for the
Members of Congress to solve. We have some legislation to
pass that is essential and necessary in order that we may
help get these people back in jobs. We can do it by repealing
some laws or, at least, aid very materially.

The gentleman from California [Mr. Leranp M. Forn] made
a neutrality speech a little while ago that ought to be di-
gested very carefully by the Members of the House. He stated
that if we did not give encouragement to business interests in
this country it would leave for another country, and he is
absolutely right.

The businessmen of a nation—that is, farmers and all
forms of businessmen—create jobs, and they can do more to
create jobs than all the State legislators and Congress. So
Congress must make laws to encourage business, not kill it,
if you want employment.

When we consider the things that are vital and essential
to the welfare of the American people, we must also con-
sider the businessmen of this Nation who have the initia-
tive and the ability to go ahead and endeavor to operate
their business in such a way as to create more jobs. How
are they going to do this? This certainly cannot be done
when we have laws on our statute books that make it so
difficult for a man with any capital to operate that he does
not want to go into business.
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It is time for the Members of Congress to think, and
think hard, about why the people who ordinarily would be
interested in going ahead with business are refusing to
enter business. It has been stated here many, many times
that the three things vitally essential to any business enter-
prise are, first, manpower, which is the employee; sec-
ond, the man with ability who wants to go ahead and
operate the business, and he is the employer; and the third
is capital. No business can go ahead and succeed without
these three things and they have to work hand in hand.
Their interests are mutual.

When you have on your statute books today a law which
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HorrFman] has been so
diligently fighting to have changed, the Wagner Act and
the National Labor Relations Board, I say to you there is
nothing that can be done that will cause employment to
increase more than a change in these acts so that the
employer and the employee may have the same rights.
There was a time when the employer had rights to the
extent that he could do just what he pleased, even though it
was to the disadvantage of the employee, and business did
not succeed very well under that plan and the country did
not succeed very well, because a few people received too
much of the benefits. Now we have an act where the em-
ployee or the labor leaders of the employees are making
the rules under the operations of the Wagner Act and the
National Labor Relations Board, and they are so detri-
mental to the employer that the employer has not much say
about his business any more. He is forced to quit and close
up his business, thus throwing men out of work. It has
even gone to the point where he cannot take on any new
employees in connection with the operation of his plant so
he can school them for a position of responsibility. This is
a pretty bad state of affairs, but it is just what is happen-
ing to business in this country today. A manufacturer can-
not take on and school young fellows in the practical side of
the operation of his plant without being interfered with by
the labor unions. The radical labor leaders, because they
refuse to let you take on anybody except older employees,
and yet everybody knows that all men are not equal in the
operation of a business, and it is now getting to the point
where business is not going to go ahead until we make cer-
tain changes in the Wagner Act and get a new Labor Board.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICH. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Will the gentleman tell us something
about this? I have been told by both the employees and the
employers that where a factory receives an extra order that
would give extra work, if the employer steps out and hires
some men, and in the course of 6 months, or even later, after
that order is finished these men have to be discharged, they
get unemployment insurance.

Mr. RICH. Well, that is the case under the present law.
They are assessed a certain amount on wages, and the manu-
facturer has to pay for it during the time they are employed;
and if a manufacturer geoes ahead and provides such em-
ployment for immediate work, which might be expanded,
those men are always on the list of that employer and he
must take those men back before he can ever take any
other additional employees. If, for instance, some of his
old employees have sons coming on who have graduated from
school or from college and live right alongside the plant, he
is compelled to take men who live, perhaps, 25 miles away
and were inferior employees rather than to try to take on
and keep the employees that belong right in that local com-
munity. It is because we have such laws that the manufac-
turer has no say over the employees after they once get a
foothold, and the gentleman knows this. The National Labor
Relations Board rendered a decision with respect to a manu-
facturer up in New England who had received applications
for employment, and because the manufacturer refused to
take those men they were compelled to pay them a year’s
back salary. That was the descision of National Labor Rela-
tions Board. Did you ever hear of such a ridiculous thing
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as that in all your life? It is downright disgusting and dis-
graceful. Yet the Government fosters such action by the
Board.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? Does
not the gentleman think that outfit is on its way out?

Mr. RICH. Well, I will say to the gentleman from Georgia
that if we had 300 Members of Congress like the gentleman,
whom we honor and respect, I know quite well they would
be on their way out. They would be out.

Mr. COX. Does the gentleman think that any govern-
ment in the world can exist with people of that type admin-
istering its laws?

Mr. RICH. I will say to the gentleman from Georgia that
no business, nothing, can exist under conditions like that.
I just wish that we had a lot more men who think the way
the gentleman from Georgia does, because he is a sound and
sincere thinker in that respect, and for constitutional gov-
ernment. [Applause and laughter.]

Mr. HOFFMAN. I am glad to hear the gentleman say
“in that respect.” [Laughter.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ERAMER).
the gentleman from Pennsylvania has expired.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox] not
only thinks right in that respect but he is a sound and sincere
thinker in all respects. [Applause and laughter.]

Mr. HOFFMAN. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox]
said something about “that outfit.” I presume he referred fo
the Labor Board. Does the gentleman think they are on their
way out fast enough, so that we do not have to set stakes
to see whether they are moving or not? [Laughter.] I want
to ask the gentleman this question, please: A coal-mine oper-
ator said he could use 50 more men. I said, “Why do you not
use them?” He said, “If I hire 50 men to fill orders now, just
as soon as business slacks up by the closing of the Great
Lakes, where my coal goes, I will have to pay those men
unemployment insurance.” Is that true?

Mr. RICH, He does not have to pay them unemployment
insurance as an individual. The Federal Government is sup-
posed to pay them unemployment insurance, or the States.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Where does the Federal Government get
the money? J

Mr, RICH. The Federal Government does not have the
money. [Applause and laughter.] I want to say to you that
the Federal Government reaches down and issues I O U's.
Let me show you something that will open your eyes. Hereis
Mr. Morgenthau'’s Treasury statement.

Mr. HOFFMAN. It is the same thing. It is still in the red.

Mr. RICH. It ought to be printed in red, but it is always
printed in black. They are fooling and humbugging the
people by printing that sheet in black every day. It is red all
over, and each day it is redder, and should be so designated by
red ink.

Let me show you how much they have collected in these
social-security taxes. They have collected $158,249,433.08.
What do they do with that money? That is intended to pay
for unemployment insurance and social security. It collected
billions of dollars since that law went into effect. Where is it?
It is in Government bonds. Let me show you. We are
$40,925,125,000 in the red. We have not got a penny. Your
grandchildren will be assessed for the debts that the House
of Representatives and the Senate and the President are cre-
ating. It is the most unjust, the most unheard-of operation
of government that has happened in the 150 years of Amer-
ican existence; and just think of an administration that is
as extravagant as this one.

Let me quote what the President of the United States said
on July 2, 1932:

For 3 long years I have been going up and down this country
preaching that government cost too much. I shall not stop that
preaching.

The time of

Is there objection?
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Have you heard the President of the United States in
the last 3 years say a word about Government expenses?
About economy? No; he is the greatest spender of all ages.

Mr. HOFFMAN. I read this morning that his preacher
asked that Great Britain and France should win this war.

Mr. RICH., What I want-to know is why he stopped
preaching, as he promised the American people? Why does
he spend more and more.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Because his preaching does not match
with his acts.

. Mr. RICH. That is the point exactly. Very seldom they

0.

Let me quote you again from the Democratic platform of
1932:

We favor the maintenance of the national eredit by a Federal
budget annually balanced on the basis of accurate executive esti-
mates within revenues raised by a system of taxation levied on
the principle of the ability to pay.

Let me say that this administration has been in power for
6 years, almost 7 years. They have been off-balance more
than a billion and one-half dollars, from one and one-half
to four billion dollars every year. They are going to be out of
balance $4,000,000,000 this year. Is not that terrible?
Where are you going to get the money? Let somebody on
this side tell me where you are going to get it. Where is
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Ravgin] who is always
telling us about the utilities and how the Government oper-
ates them? Let him tell us where we are going to get the
money to operate this Government. He cannot tell you.
There is not a man in the House of Representatives who
can tell me.

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICH. There is no better fellow in this House than
the gentleman from Mississippi, but neither he nor the
Speaker can tell how to save money or balance the Budget.
[Laughter.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania has again expired.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent leave of absence was granted to

Mr, Havenner (at the request of Mr. WeLcH), for 1 week.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr, GILLIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp at the point immediately
following the last speaker with reference to the death of the
late Hon. Fred Purnell.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a history of the cheese industry in the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Without objection, it is so
ordered.

There was no objection.

MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION COMMISSION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provisions of title 18,
section T15a, United States Code, the Chair appoints as a
member of the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission to
fill the vacancy thereon, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr,
CocuRraN].

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McLEOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks and include resolutions
adopted by the National Small Business Association Con-
vention at Detroit, Mich., October 10, 11, and 12,

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that on Friday next, after business on the Speaker’s desk
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and any other special orders heretofore made, I may address
the House for 10 minutes.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on Thursday, after the completion of the special orders here-
tofore entered, I may be permitted to address the House for
20 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 2 o'clock and
28 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Tuesday, October 24, 1939, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

1105. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a letter from the Secre-
tary of War, transmitting a report of designs, aircraft parts,
and aeronautical accessories purchased by the War Depart-
ment, was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to
the Committee on Expendifures in the Executive Depart-
ments,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. ANGELL:

H.R.7592. A bill to require ratification by the Senate of
foreign-trade agreements; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. RANKIN (by request) :

H.R.7593. A bill to provide Government protection to
widows and children of deceased World War veterans; to
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. COLE of New York:
H.R.7594. A bill granting a pension to Clarinda E. Ken-
yon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
By Mr, KERAMER:
H.R.7595. A bill for the relief of Eugene Gruen and his
wife, Kate; to the Committee on Immigration and Natural-
ization,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Cierk’s desk and referred as follows:

5817. By Mr. HANCOCK: Petition of the Citizens Coun-
cil for Defense of Freedom of Speech, Robert B. Anderson,
secretary, of Syracuse, N. Y., protesting against discrimina-
tion in awarding radio time for the discussion of public
questions; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

5818. By Mr. HEALEY: Petition of William D. Tribble and
5,198 of the citizens of the Eighth Congressional District of
Massachusetts, urging Congress to maintain the arms em-
bargo and to adhere to the Johnson Act; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

5819. By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: Petition of Mrs. Cyril
De Witt and 11 other citizens of Rock Island County, Il
to keep America out of war and not sell anything to war-
ring nations; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

5820. Also, petition of Mrs. Theophil Lievens and 12 other
citizens of Rock Island County, Ill., to keep America out of
war and not sell anything to warring nations; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

5821. Also, petition of Mrs. Harold Kleinman and 108
residents of Rock Island County, Ill., to keep America at
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peace and nof sell anything to warring nations; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

5822. By Mr. SCHIFFLER: Petition of Mrs. Adam Phillips
and members of the Woman’s Home Missionary Society of
the First Methodist Church of Cameron, W. Va., urging that
we keep the present neutrality law in force; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

SENATE
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 24, 1939
(Legislative day of Wednesday, October 4, 1939)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Z¢€Barney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

O, Thou who art the giver of every good and perfect gift,
we thank Thee for Thy manifold blessings bestowed upon us
and upon our beloved country. Give to us, dear Lord, a
real love for the day’s work, but deliver us from its bondage
when the hours of toil are past. Help us to be sincere in
word and deed, and give to us that high integrity of purpose
that shall build up a moral and spiritual reserve against all
undue strains. Grant that we may never trifle with life,
and do Thou keep our hearts pure and our thinking straight,
that, though the winds may blow and the tempests rage
against us, we may find ourselves untroubled and unafraid,
as we stand firm on the Rock of Ages, touched by the breath
of a Wordless Presence, and soothed by the sense of Thy
sheltering love. We ask it in the name of Jesus Christ, our
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day Monday, October 23, 1939, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. MINTON. I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll,

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Danaher * King Russell
Andrews Davis La Follette Schwartz
Ashurst Donahey Lee Schwellenbach
Austin Downey Lodge Bheppard
Balley Ellender Lucas Shipstead
Bankhead Frazier Lundeen Slattery
Barbour George McCarran Smathers
Barkley Gerry McKellar Smith

Bilbo Gibson McNary Btewart
Borah Gillette Maloney Taft

Bridges Green Mead Thomas, Okla.
Brown Guffey Miller Thomas, Utah
Bulow Gurney Minton Tobey

Burke Hale Murray Townsend
Byrd Harrison Neely Truman
Byrnes Hatch Norris Tydings
Capper Hayden Nye Vandenberg
Caraway Herring O'Mahoney Van Nuys
Chandler Hill Overton Wagner
Chavez Holt Pepper Walsh

Clark, Idaho Hughes Pittman ‘White

Clark, Mo. Johnson, Callf. Radcliffe Wiley
Connally Johnson, Colo. Reynolds

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Wash=-
ington [Mr. BonNE]l and the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Gurass] are detained from the Senate because of illness.

The Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] is unavoidably
detained.

Mr. McNARY. I announce that the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. Reep] is necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

PETITIONS

Mr. LODGE presented petitions of sundry citizens of the
State of Massachusetts, praying for the preservation of
American neutrality and also that the United States join
with other neutral nations in efforts to achieve a speedy, just,
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